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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20426

OFFICE OF ENERGY PROJECTS In Reply Refer To:
OEP/DG2E/Gas 4
Aguirre Offshore Gasport, LLC
Aguirre Offshore GasPort Project
Docket No. CP13-193-000

TO THE PARTY ADDRESSED:

The staff of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission)
has prepared a final environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Aguirre Offshore
GasPort Project (Project), proposed by Aguirre Offshore GasPort, LLC (Aguirre LLC), a
wholly owned subsidiary of Excelerate Energy, LP in the above-referenced docket.
Aguirre LLC is seeking authorization from the FERC to develop, construct, and operate a
liquefied natural gas (LNG) import terminal off the southern coast of Puerto Rico.

The final EIS assesses the potential environmental effects of the construction and
operation of the Aguirre Offshore GasPort Project in accordance with the requirements of
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Construction and operation of the
Project would result in mostly temporary and short-term environmental impacts;
however, some long-term and permanent environmental impacts would occur. The
FERC staff concluded that approval of the proposed Project, with the mitigation
measures recommended in the EIS, would result in limited adverse environmental
Impacts.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), U.S. Coast Guard,
U.S. Department of Transportation, U.S. Department of Energy, U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Puerto Rico Permits Management Office, Puerto Rico Environmental
Quality Board, Puerto Rico Planning Board, Puerto Rico Department of Natural and
Environmental Resources, and Puerto Rico Department of Health participated as
cooperating agencies in the preparation of the EIS. Cooperating agencies have
jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to resources potentially affected by
the proposal, and participate in the NEPA analysis. In addition, other federal, state, and
local agencies may use this EIS in approving or issuing permits for all or part of the
proposed Project. Although the cooperating agencies provided input to the conclusions
and recommendations presented in the final EIS, the agencies will present their own
conclusions and recommendations in their respective Records of Decision for the Project.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service also
provided assistance in preparing this EIS as permitting and consulting agencies.
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The Project is being developed in cooperation with the Puerto Rico Electric Power
Authority (PREPA) for the purpose of receiving, storing, and regasifying the LNG to be
acquired by PREPA; and delivering natural gas to PREPA’s existing Aguirre Power
Complex (Aguirre Plant) in Salinas, Puerto Rico. The Project will help diversify Puerto
Rico’s energy sources, allow the Aguirre Plant to meet the EPA’s Mercury and Air
Toxics Standard rule, reduce fuel oil barge traffic in Jobos Bay, and contribute to price
stabilization for power in the region. The final EIS addresses the potential environmental
effects of the construction and operation of the following Project facilities:

. an offshore berthing platform;

o an offshore marine LNG receiving facility;

o a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit moored at the offshore berthing
platform;

. visiting LNG carriers; and

o a 4.0-mile-long (6.4 kilometer) subsea pipeline connecting the Offshore

GasPort to the Aguirre Plant.

The FERC staff mailed copies of the final EIS to federal, state, and local
government representatives and agencies; elected officials; environmental and public
interest groups; other interested individuals and groups; newspapers and libraries in the
Project area; and parties to this proceeding. The final EIS was also translated in Spanish.
Paper copy versions of this EIS in English were mailed to those specifically requesting
them; all others received a CD version. To accommodate translation, paper copy and CD
versions of this EIS in Spanish are scheduled to be mailed out about two weeks after the
English version. In addition, the final EIS is available for public viewing on the FERC’s
website (www.ferc.gov) using the eLibrary link. A limited number of copies are
available for distribution and public inspection at:

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Public Reference Room
888 First Street NE, Room 2A
Washington, DC 20426
(202) 502-8371

Additional information about the Project is available from the Commission’s
Office of External Affairs, at (866) 208-FERC, or on the FERC website (www.ferc.gov)
using the eLibrary link. Click on the eLibrary link, click on “General Search,” and enter
the docket number excluding the last three digits in the Docket Number field (i.e., CP13-
193). Be sure you have selected an appropriate date range. For assistance, please contact
FERC Online Support at FercOnlineSupport@ferc.gov or toll free at (866) 208-3676; for



http://www.ferc.gov/
http://www.ferc.gov/
mailto:FercOnlineSupport@ferc.gov
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TTY, contact (202) 502-8659. The eL.ibrary link also provides access to the texts of
formal documents issued by the Commission, such as orders, notices, and rulemakings.

In addition, the Commission offers a free service called eSubscription that allows
you to keep track of all formal issuances and submittals in specific dockets. This can
reduce the amount of time you spend researching proceedings by automatically providing
you with notification of these filings, document summaries, and direct links to the
documents. Go to http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/esubscription.asp.



http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/esubscription.asp
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

On April 17, 2013, Aguirre Offshore GasPort, LLC (Aguirre LLC), a wholly owned subsidiary
of Excelerate Energy, LP (Excelerate Energy), filed an application with the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (Commission or FERC) under Section 3 of the Natural Gas Act (NGA) and Part 153 of the
Commission’s regulations. The application was assigned Docket No. CP13-193-000, and a Notice of
Application was issued on April 30, 2013, and noticed in the Federal Register on May 6, 2013. Aguirre
LLC is seeking authorization from the FERC to develop, construct, and operate a liquefied natural gas
(LNG) import terminal off the southern coast of Puerto Rico.

The purpose of the environmental impact statement (EIS) is to inform FERC decision-makers,
the public, and the permitting agencies about the potential adverse and beneficial environmental impacts
of the proposed Aguirre Offshore Gasport Project (Project) and its alternatives, and recommend
mitigation measures that would reduce adverse impacts to the extent practicable. We prepared this final
EIS to assess the environmental impacts associated with construction and operation of the Project as
required under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended. Our analysis was
based on information provided by Aguirre LLC and further developed from data requests, field
investigations, scoping, literature research, and contacts with or comments from federal, state, and local
agencies, and individual members of the public.

The FERC is the lead agency for the preparation of the EIS. The FERC invited agencies to
participate in the NEPA review as cooperating agencies.”? The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), U.S. Coast Guard (USCG), U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT), U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE), U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Puerto Rico Permits Management Office,
Puerto Rico Environmental Quality Board (EQB), Puerto Rico Planning Board, Puerto Rico Department
of Natural and Environmental Resources (DNER), and Puerto Rico Department of Health have
participated as cooperating agencies. *

PROPOSED ACTION

The Project is being developed in cooperation with the Puerto Rico Electric Power Authority
(PREPA) for the purpose of receiving, storing, and regasifying LNG to be acquired by PREPA; and
delivering natural gas to PREPA’s existing Aguirre Power Complex (Aguirre Plant) in Salinas, Puerto
Rico. The Project would include the construction and operation of an offshore marine LNG receiving
facility (Offshore GasPort) and a 4.0-mile-long (6.4 kilometers [km]) subsea pipeline connecting the
Offshore GasPort to the Aguirre Plant. A Floating Storage and Regasification Unit (FSRU) would be
moored at the offshore berthing platform on a semi-permanent basis. Ships would dock at the offshore
berthing platform and deliver LNG to the FSRU. Both the ships and the FSRU would be under the
jurisdiction of the USCG. The LNG receiving facility would be located approximately 3 miles (4.8 km)
off the southern coast of Puerto Rico, about 1 mile (1.6 km) outside of Jobos Bay, near the towns of
Salinas and Guayama. Aguirre LLC is also proposing to utilize a construction office, contractor staging
area, and existing access construction dock within the Aguirre Plant property.

The purpose of the Project is to provide LNG storage capacity and sustained deliverability of
natural gas directly to the Aguirre Plant, which would facilitate PREPA’s conversion of the Aguirre

! “We,” “us,” and “our” refer to the environmental staff of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s Office of Energy Projects.

A cooperating agency is an agency that has jurisdiction over all or part of a project area and must make a decision on a project, and/or an
agency that provides special expertise with regard to environmental or other resources.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers withdrew as a cooperating agency on January 28, 2015.

2
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Plant from fuel oil only to a dual-fuel generation facility, capable of burning diesel and natural gas for
the combined cycle units and fuel oil and natural gas for the thermoelectric plant. The Project would
contribute to the diversification of energy sources in Puerto Rico, allow the Aguirre Plant to meet the
requirements of the EPA’s Mercury and Air Toxics Standard rule, reduce fuel oil barge traffic in Jobos
Bay, and contribute to energy price stabilization in the region. Aguirre LLC is proposing to place the
Project facilities in service in 2016.

AGENCY AND PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT OPPORTUNITIES

On December 21, 2011, Aguirre LLC filed a request with the FERC to implement the
Commission’s pre-filing process for the Project. On January 1, 2012, we granted Aguirre LLC’s request
and established a pre-filing docket number (PF12-4-000) in which to place information filed by Aguirre
LLC, comments provided by stakeholders, and documents issued by the FERC and other agencies into
the public record. Aguirre LLC held three informational open houses in February 2012, September
2012, and May 2013. The purpose of the open houses was to provide the general public with
information about the Project and to give them an opportunity to ask questions and express their
concerns. We participated in the open houses and provided information regarding the Commission’s
environmental review process to interested stakeholders. The substantive questions and concerns raised
by the public at the open houses are addressed in the draft EIS.

On February 28, 2012, we issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact
Statement for the Planned Aguirre Offshore GasPort Project, Request for Comments on Environmental
Issues, and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings. The notice was published in the Federal Register on
March 5, 2012, and mailed to more than 130 interested parties, including federal, state, and local
government representatives and agencies; elected officials; environmental and public interest groups;
other interested parties; and local libraries and newspapers. The notice briefly described the Project and
the EIS process, provided a preliminary list of environmental issues identified by us, invited written
comments on the environmental issues that should be addressed in the EIS, listed the date and location of
two public scoping meetings to be held in the Project area, and established a closing date for receipt of
comments of March 30, 2012. We received approximately 25 comment letters from various
stakeholders, including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS); National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS); National Park Service; Governor of the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico; PREPA; Puerto Rico Federal Affairs Administration; Puerto Rico
Pilotage Commission; Government Development Bank of Puerto Rico; Comité Dialogo Ambiental; the
Center for Biological Diversity; and Captain Jimmy Vazquez-Aran.

Our public scoping meetings provided an opportunity for agencies, stakeholders, and the general
public to learn more about the Project and participate in the environmental analysis by commenting on
the issues to be addressed in the draft EIS. The first meeting was in the Town of Guayama on March 20,
2012; the second meeting was in the Town of Salinas on March 21, 2012. Approximately 30 people
attended the meeting in Guayama and 45 people attended the meeting in Salinas. The transcripts of the
public scoping meetings, summaries of the interagency scoping meetings, and all written scoping
comments are part of the public record for the Project and are available for viewing on the FERC
internet website (http://www.ferc.gov).

4 Using the “eLibrary” link, select “General Search” from the eLibrary menu, enter the desired date range and Docket Number (i.e., CP13-

193 or PF12-4), and follow the instructions.
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We coordinated several interagency scoping meetings in the Project area to solicit comments and
concerns about the Project from other permitting and resource agencies. These meetings were held in
March 2012, May 2012, September 2012, May 2013, November 2013, and June 2014. We also
conducted a field visit with Aguirre LLC on February 2, 2012, to review the proposed locations and
construction methods of the onshore and offshore facilities. On September 5, 2012; February 18, 2013;
April 15, 2013; and December 4, 2013, we issued Project Updates, which outlined the status of the
environmental review process and included a summary of the issues identified to date.

On August 7, 2014, we issued a Notice of Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Proposed Aguirre Offshore GasPort Project. This notice, which was published in the
Federal Register, listed the dates, times, and locations for public comment and established a closing date
of September 29, 2014 for receiving comments on the draft EIS. Copies of the draft EIS, in English and
Spanish, were mailed to federal and state agencies, interested parties, and organizations. The notice was
advertised in three local newspapers. In addition, color flyers announcing the meetings were placed in
various venues (post office, marina, grocery stores, etc.) to ensure the general public was aware of the
meetings. The first meeting was held in Guayama on September 9, 2014, and the second meeting was
held in Salinas on September 10, 2014. These meetings were held jointly with the Puerto Rico Permits
Management Office and were conducted in English and Spanish using a live translation service. Sixteen
speakers gave comments at the public comment meetings.

The public comment period for receiving written comments on the draft EIS closed on
September 29, 2014. We received 27 written comment letters that included over 300 individual
comments. Written comments were received from federal, state, and local agencies; companies and
organizations; individuals; and Aguirre LLC. The transcripts from the public comment meetings and the
written comment letters are available for viewing on the FERC’s website (http://www.ferc.gov). All
substantive comments related to environmental issues received on the draft EIS, within a timeframe that
allowed for their review, are addressed in Volume | of the EIS; our responses are provided in Volume I,
including comments submitted outside of the designated period. Substantive changes in the final EIS are
indicated by vertical bars that appear in the margins. These changes were made both in response to
substantive comments received on the draft EIS and as a result of updated information that became
available after the issuance of the draft EIS.

One of the main project developments that came about after the issuance of the draft EIS was
notice by the DOT’s Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) that Aguirre
LLC’s proposed pipeline design was not in compliance with DOT’s pipeline standards in Title 49 Code
of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 192 (49 CFR 192), which prompted a meeting between PHMSA,
Aguirre LLC, and FERC on August 22, 2014.> Following several attempts by Aguirre LLC to modify
its pipeline design to meet DOT’s pipeline standards, PHMSA issued a formal letter on October 31,
2014, explaining that the proposed pipeline design remained out of compliance with 49 CFR 192.327(f),
requiring “burial below natural grade sea bottom or an alternative equivalent protection system from
hazards.” On December 3, 2014, Aguirre LLC filed its modified pipeline design to include burial of the
offshore pipeline to at least below natural bottom in some locations and to three feet (0.9 m) to the top of
the pipeline in other locations, with the exception of approximately 1,700 feet (518 m) through the area
across the Boca del Infierno pass where Aguirre LLC proposes to direct lay over the coral reef with
protective concrete mats placed over the pipeline. The modified pipeline design meets the requirements
of 49 CFR 192.

® A summary of the meeting can be found in Docket No. CP13-193-000 using the “eLibrary” link under “Documents and Filing” on

FERC’s website www.ferc.gov.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

We evaluated the Project impacts on geology; soils and sediments; water resources; wetlands;
vegetation; wildlife and aquatic resources; threatened, endangered, and special status species; land use,
recreation, and visual resources; socioeconomics (including transportation and traffic); cultural
resources; air quality and noise; and reliability and safety. We also considered the cumulative impacts of
this Project with past, current, and reasonably foreseeable future actions in the Project area.

Overall, construction of the Project as proposed would temporarily disturb approximately 131.4
acres (135.2 cuerdas) of land, surface water, and the seafloor, including 1.5 acres (1.5 cuerdas) of land
within the existing Aguirre Plant property.® As proposed, the construction of the offshore facilities,
including the Offshore GasPort, subsea interconnecting pipe, and lay barge construction areas, would
directly impact approximately 129.9 acres (133.7 cuerdas) of the seafloor. Operation of the offshore
facilities would permanently impact approximately 22.9 acres (23.5 cuerdas) of seafloor.

Important issues identified as a result of our analyses, scoping comments, and agency
consultations include impacts on marine wildlife, essential fish habitat, and benthic species; impacts on
threatened or endangered species; impacts on land use and recreation; and air and noise impacts. Where
necessary, we are recommending additional mitigation measures to minimize or avoid these and other
impacts. Section 5.2 of the EIS contains our conclusions and a compilation of our recommended
mitigation measures.

Geologic Resources

The proposed Offshore GasPort and pipeline construction and operation would have minimal
impacts on the geologic resources of the area. However, some hazards such as seismic ground motion,
liquefaction events, wind and wave loadings, and tsunamis could impact the Project during operation.
Therefore, we are recommending that Aguirre LLC file a revised seismic hazard analysis report,
additional studies on seafloor slope angles and liquefaction potential along the pipeline alignment,
offshore wave analysis, marine terminal structure and pile foundation design and calculations, seismic
specifications used in conjunction with the procuring equipment, quality control procedures that would
be used for design and construction, and identification of an inspector employed by Aguirre LLC to
observe the construction of the Project and furnish inspection reports. In addition, we are recommending
that Aguirre LLC conduct and file a detailed geotechnical analysis with its Implementation Plan, to
assess the feasibility of using the horizontal directional drill (HDD) method to bore under the Boca del
Infierno pass.

Soils and Sediments

Construction activities, including the installation of the subsea pipeline, temporary piles, and
permanent structures at the Offshore GasPort, would result in the resuspension of seafloor sediment into
the water column. When suspended during construction, the fine silt particles would descend through
the water column relatively slowly and could travel hundreds of yards (hundreds of meters) under mean
current speeds due to the spatial and temporal asymmetry of the tidal currents. To ensure that impacts
associated with the resuspension, transport, and redeposition of sediments disturbed during construction
activities are addressed, we conducted an independent analysis of sediment transport during construction
and operations of the subsea pipeline, as proposed. The results of the sediment transport analysis
concluded that maximum suspended sediment concentrations would reach 1,620 milligrams per liter in
the vicinity of Aguirre LLC’s proposed hand jet/suction pump pipe burying activities. However,

6 Direct impacts related to construction of the subsea pipeline would be different if either our recommendation for an alternate construction

method or an alternate pipeline route are adopted by the Commission. See our recommendations and related discussion in sections 3.6 and
4.5.2.4 of this EIS.
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concentrations would decrease to 50 milligrams per liter or less within approximately 100 feet (30
meters) of a majority of the construction area. Deposition rates would be highest along the pipeline, with
a maximum deposition of approximately 0.7 inches (1.7 centimeters), but would be reduced to less than
0.04 inch (1 millimeter) within approximately 200 feet (61 meters) of a majority of the construction area.
Aguirre LLC proposes to use turbidity curtains to minimize sediment transport during the pipe burial
procedures. Thus, construction activities in Jobos Bay are not expected to cause widespread or
significant impacts through resuspension of surficial sediments. The existing benthic infaunal
community is regularly exposed to surficial sediments, and the temporary resuspension is not expected to
create a significant impact.

Water Resources

Construction activities of the Offshore GasPort and pipeline would cause the displacement of
sediments on the seafloor and the resuspension of sediments into the water column. Sediment disturbed
during construction would also be resuspended in the water column and transported by currents. The
effects of the construction activities on turbidity levels would vary with the length and severity of
disturbance, grain size composition, and resettling rates. As discussed above, we conducted an
independent analysis of sediment transport during Project construction and operations and concluded
that construction activities in Jobos Bay are not expected to cause widespread or significant impacts
through resuspension of surficial sediments.

Spills or leaks of hazardous materials (e.g., fuel, lubricants) from equipment working in the
onshore areas could also result in adverse impacts on water resources. Construction contractors and port
operations personnel would be required to comply with all laws and regulations. We are recommending
that Aguirre LLC file a site-specific spill prevention and control plan for the construction and operation
phases of the Project (onshore and offshore) prior to construction.

Vegetation Resources

Based on the sparse vegetation within the proposed onshore temporary workspace area, no
significant impacts on terrestrial vegetation resulting from construction or operation of the Project are
anticipated.

Submerged aquatic vegetation is the most common benthic cover type in Jobos Bay. Seagrass is
the dominant cover in approximately 30 percent of the bay; macroalgae (seaweed) is the dominant cover
in an additional 20 percent. Seagrasses provide food and shelter to commercial and recreational fishery
species as well as invertebrates and birds. Seagrasses also reduce wave and current action and improve
water clarity and quality. Both seagrass and macroalgae are distributed throughout Jobos Bay, providing
habitat for commercially and recreationally important fish and invertebrates. To ensure that impacts on
seagrass are minimized and/or properly mitigated for the authorized pipeline route, we have
recommended that Aguirre LLC finalize its Benthic Resources Mitigation Plan in consultation with the
NMFS, FWS, DNER, and other appropriate agencies.

Wildlife Resources

Temporary impacts on marine wildlife habitats from the Offshore GasPort and subsea pipeline,
as proposed, include 22.5 acres (23.3 cuerdas) of seagrass, 80.8 acres (83.1 cuerdas) of macroalgae, and
6.2 acres (6.4 cuerdas) of coral reef habitat. Construction of the Project would result in short-term
adverse impacts on a rich and diverse assemblage of wildlife species including manatees, sea turtles, reef
fish, sharks, corals, and invertebrates found within these habitats. The most likely effects would be the
general avoidance or isolation from preferred habitat due to construction activities. Marine mammals
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and sea turtles would also be exposed to an elevated risk of vessel strikes during the construction period
because the number of vessels present in the area would increase from current traffic levels.

Hydrostatic testing involves filling pipelines with water, performing pressure tests in accordance
with applicable regulations, and discharging the test water following completion of the test. Aguirre
LLC would withdraw the water used for testing from Jobos Bay or the Caribbean Sea, depending on the
section of pipeline being tested. NMFS raised concerns regarding entrainment of fish during this
process. To ensure that the entrainment of fish and other organisms is minimized or avoided during
hydrostatic testing, we are recommending that Aguirre LLC consult with NMFS regarding the type of
screen (e.g., wedge-wire) that would be used for water withdrawals during construction.

The Offshore GasPort and subsea pipeline would create a permanent impact on marine wildlife
habitat. These permanent impacts would include approximately 2.9 acres (3.0 cuerdas) of seagrass, 19.2
acres (19.8 cuerdas) of macroalgae, 0.6 acre (0.6 cuerda) of reef, and 0.2 acre (0.2 cuerda) of sand/mud.
The Project would result in direct impacts from mortality of coral colonies within the footprint of the
pipeline, as proposed, across the coral reef and unconsolidated hardbottom, as well as indirect impacts
resulting from shading of patch reef below the Offshore GasPort (including the FSRU and LNG carrier)
and degradation of seagrass and macroalgae foraging habitats. The FSRU and LNG carriers stationed at
the Offshore GasPort would also locally impact wildlife resources from thermal plume, plankton
entrainment, noise, and lighting. Aguirre LLC would place concrete mats over the pipeline in areas
where the pipe is not buried and in areas where the pipe has a bend. To ensure that the concrete mats
remain securely on the seafloor during Project operations, we have recommended that Aguirre LLC file
with its Implementation Plan a description of the measures that would be used, in addition to lowering
the mat edges, to secure all the concrete mats to the seafloor. We have also recommended that Aguirre
LLC maintain the pipeline segments afloat until ready to lay the pipe to minimize seafloor disturbance.

Environmental regulatory agencies, including NMFS, have expressed concern over impacts on
protected coral species and habitat along the subsea pipeline route, specifically in the area of the Boca
del Infierno pass.” Aguirre LLC’s proposed direct lay construction method through the Boca del
Infierno pass would permanently adversely impact the protected coral species and habitat located in the
area. We agree with NMFS that impacts on federally listed corals within the Boca del Infierno pass
should be avoided.

As previously mentioned, Aguirre LLC has prepared a Benthic Resources Mitigation Plan. We
are recommending that, prior to construction, Aguirre LLC consult with the respective agencies to
finalize the Benthic Resources Mitigation Plan to: 1) address the currently proposed construction and
operation impacts, 2) include the seagrass and coral that would be permanently impacted by shading,
3) comply with the standard requirements in the COE’s Compensatory Mitigation Rule, and 4) identify
measures that would be implemented if the seagrass and coral mitigation sites are not trending towards
success. Further, we are recommending that Aguirre LLC conduct a detailed geotechnical study of an
HDD crossing under the Boca del Infierno pass to substantially reduce impacts on coral reef habitat. If
the HDD is determined to be a viable construction method, we are recommending that Aguirre LLC use
an HDD to cross the Boca del Infierno pass. However, if Aguirre LLC determines that the HDD
construction method is a high risk and not likely to be successful, we are recommending that Aguirre
LLC adopt an alternative route that avoids many sensitive coral resources, though it does increase the
length of the subsea pipeline.

In its letters dated October 31, 2013, and September 25, 2014, and additional correspondence, NMFS indicated that alternative measures
be implemented to avoid or minimize impacts on federally endangered coral resources, either by a pipeline reroute or alternative
installation methods. In its September 2014 letter, NMFS also points to an alternative route analyzed in the draft EIS containing less
quality coral habitat than along the proposed route. The COE, EPA, and DNER have provided additional support for implementing
alternative installation methods or routes for avoidance of the coral resources in the Boca del Infierno pass.
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We also identified noise impacts, both from the subsea pipeline and the Offshore GasPort, to
have the potential to disturb marine species. Aguirre LLC has conducted studies on mitigative measures
to minimize these impacts, including noise exclusion zones around pile driving activities and the
potential use of bubble curtain technology during pile driving activities. We are recommending that
prior to construction Aguirre LLC verify that it would use confined bubble curtains when conducting
vibratory and hammer pile activities. In addition, we are recommending that Aguirre LLC develop a
detailed noise mitigation protocol for the safety exclusion zone (0.3 mile [0.5 km]) that identifies when
the noise mitigation protocol would be implemented during construction and explains how each marine
mammal observer would identify the limits of the exclusion zone.

To further ensure impacts on marine mammals and sea turtles are minimized during construction
and operation of the Project, we have recommended that, prior to construction, Aguirre LLC coordinate
with the FWS, NMFS, and DNER to develop a detailed marine mammal observer training and response
protocol plan for the construction and operation phases of the Project. In addition, Aguirre LLC should
restrict the transit of crew boats during construction and operation to daytime trips to allow for the
observation of marine mammals and decrease the potential for vessel strikes.

Several species of birds may be found in the Project area resting or nesting along the shoreline.
Due to concerns raised by the DNER, we are recommending that Aguirre LLC provide an assessment of
potential noise impacts on resting and nesting birds during the construction and operation of the Project,
and identify mitigation measures that could be implemented to minimize or avoid these impacts.

The Project would necessitate the installation of temporary lighting to facilitate construction
activities during evening hours as well as for safety requirements. During operations, the FSRU and
Offshore GasPort would be lit 24 hours per day by security lighting, navigation lights, and Federal
Aviation Administration warning lights. We are recommending that Aguirre LLC develop and file a
lighting plan that identifies specific measures that it would implement to minimize or avoid impacts
associated with the Project’s operational nighttime lighting on avian species, fish species, marine
mammals, and individuals on the shoreline. The plan should also analyze if the Project could artificially
induce biological aggregations, and provide empirical evidence of how these potential aggregations
could affect local fisheries and tourism.

Threatened and Endangered Species

We have identified 23 federally listed threatened or endangered species and 10 species proposed
for Endangered Species Act (ESA) listing occurring or potentially occurring in the Project area. Due to
the distance of their primary habitat from the Project area, it was determined that the Project would have
no effect on 13 of the listed species and may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect an additional
12 listed or proposed species based on behavioral characteristics; habitat requirements; and the
construction, operation, and mitigative measures proposed by Aguirre LLC. We have determined that
the remaining eight species would be adversely impacted by the Project; the construction and/or
operation of the Project would impact the Antillean manatee and seven species of listed or proposed
corals. Our ESA consultation with the FWS and NMFS concerning federally listed species and critical
habitats is ongoing.

With mitigation techniques such as the use of trained marine mammal observers and a 0.3-mile
(0.5 km) zone of exclusion around vibratory pile driving activities, the temporary impact on manatees
including the risk of vessel strikes and stress caused by excessive noise would be greatly reduced. As
previously stated, environmental regulatory agencies, including NMFS, have expressed concern over
impacts on protected coral species along the subsea pipeline route, specifically in the area of the Boca
del Infierno pass. Therefore, we are recommending that Aguirre LLC conduct and file a detailed
geotechnical study of an HDD crossing under the Boca del Infierno pass. We are also recommending
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that Aguirre LLC use an HDD to cross the Boca del Infierno pass if it is determined to be a viable
construction method. As previously noted, if the HDD is determined infeasible, we are recommending
that Aguirre LLC adopt an alternative pipeline route to the Offshore GasPort.

Operation of the Project would also result in impacts on coral larvae due to loss of individuals
entrained in sea water intakes for the FSRU and the LNG carriers while at berth at the Offshore GasPort.
During spawning periods, there is potential for entrainment of coral larvae with the highest risk
occurring near the intake locations of the FSRU. Based on our entrainment analysis associated with
seawater intakes during Project operations, entrainment of coral larvae would likely result in a
permanent, moderate impact on coral populations in the region. We reviewed the information submitted
by Aguirre LLC, performed our own research, and consulted directly with the agencies regarding
federally listed species in the Project area. Aguirre LLC is developing, in discussion with appropriate
agencies, a pre-operations coral larvae baseline survey and monitoring plan. The plan would help to
further characterize the coral larvae at the proposed Offshore GasPort to understand the potential impacts
associated with proposed water use for construction and operation of the Offshore Gasport. Once this
additional baseline study has been performed, and prior to implementing Project operations, we are
recommending that Aguirre LLC consult with appropriate agencies to develop mitigation measures for
the Project impacts on coral larvae and ichthyoplankton. As required by Section 7 of the ESA, we are
consulting with the FWS and NMFS to ensure that impacts on ESA-listed species are addressed. Once
the final pipeline route is determined (either an HDD under the Boca del Infierno pass or Alternative
Route 6), then we will prepare our final Biological Assessment for submittal to the FWS and NMFS.
We are recommending that Aguirre LLC not begin construction of the Project until FERC receives
comments from the FWS and NMFS regarding the proposed or authorized action; we complete any
necessary Section 7 consultation with the FWS and NMFS, if required; and Aguirre LLC has received
written notification from the Director of OEP that construction or use of mitigation may begin.

Minor releases of hydrocarbons during construction could result in short-term, minor-to-
moderate adverse impacts on protected species. Accidental releases of hydrocarbons resulting from
operation of the Project are expected to have short-term and minor-to-moderate impacts on protected
species. To ensure that inadvertent hydrocarbon spill impacts on federally listed species and migratory
birds are minimized or avoided, we are recommending that prior to construction Aguirre LLC file, as a
part of its site-specific spill prevention, control, and countermeasure plan measures that it would
implement if wildlife, including federally listed species or migratory birds, are affected by an inadvertent
hydrocarbon spill.

Land Use and Recreational Resources

Construction of the Project would alter the land use, recreation, and visual resources of the area
by temporarily increasing vessel traffic, thereby impacting recreational boating and fishing. The EIS
acknowledges the comments received from residents of Salinas and Guayama that the actual number of
recreational and commercial marine uses in and around Jobos Bay is higher than what is reported in
public literature searches. In addition, residents also commented that the number of commercial
fishermen in and around Jobos Bay is likely higher than reported in the draft EIS because there are many
unlicensed fishermen. Operation of the Project would permanently alter the existing visual resources as
well as impact boating, fishing, and other marine uses near the Offshore GasPort.

Construction activities would require the use of a variety of vessels including lay barges, dive
support vessels, support tugs, crew boats, pipe transport barges, and pipe haul barge tugs, increasing the
current levels of large vessel traffic in Jobos Bay, which is typically limited to small recreation and
commercial fishing vessels. Our analysis finds that there are abundant areas of fishing in and around
Jobos Bay such that construction of the Project would not cause a significant impact on boating and
fishing in the area. However, in order to minimize the disruption of access in and around Jobos Bay, we
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are recommending Aguirre LLC file a Construction Access Plan that clarifies areas that it would restrict
to marine users, discusses the duration of any restrictions, and identifies methods of communication of
restrictions to the general public. Operation of the Project would have minimal impact on marine use
within the bay.

We received comments concerning the potential for the unburied subsea pipeline to become an
obstruction to boat traffic in Jobos Bay; however, Aguirre LLC revised its construction method such that
the subsea pipeline would be buried up to 3 feet (0.9 m) in some locations in Jobos Bay. Therefore, we
find that the pipeline is not anticipated to have a significant impact on the operation of vessels within
Jobos Bay. The USCG’s proposed safety zone located around the FSRU and LNG carriers would have
direct impacts on boating, fishing, and other marine uses in the area, because it would prohibit the transit
or use of an area within 500 yards (457 meters) from the facility. The approach of LNG carriers to the
Offshore GasPort would be coordinated with the USCG, and the waterway used by the LNG carriers to
approach the Offshore GasPort would be broadcast by the USCG. Ultimately the Project would decrease
oil barge traffic within Jobos Bay and along the barge channel to the Aguirre Plant due to the plant’s
conversion to natural gas as a fuel source.

Construction of the Offshore GasPort and subsea pipeline requires a coastal zone consistency
review to ensure that the Project is consistent with Coastal Zone Management Program policies. We are
recommending that Aguirre LLC not begin construction of the Project until it files with the Secretary a
copy of the determination of consistency with the Coastal Zone Management Program issued by the
Puerto Rico Planning Board.

The presence of the FSRU and Offshore GasPort would visually affect wildlife viewing from the
Cayos Caribes lookout tower and other places within the Jobos Bay National Estuarine Research
Reserve that have views of the ocean. The FSRU and Offshore GasPort would be lit 24 hours per day by
security lighting, navigation lights, and Federal Aviation Administration warning lights. To minimize
impacts associated with nighttime lighting, as previously stated, we are recommending that Aguirre LLC
develop a lighting plan to minimize the impacts on individuals on the shore.

Cultural Resources

The area of potential effect for the onshore portion of the Project is within the existing fenced
Aguirre Plant property. The Project proposes to disturb approximately 1.5 acres (1.5 cuerdas) of the
industrial site during construction for use as a temporary construction staging and support area. The
offshore construction would include the construction right-of-way and temporary workspace for the 4.0-
mile-long (6.4 km) subsea pipeline and the construction area for the Offshore GasPort. Aguirre LLC
conducted archival research and marine surveys of these areas to identify cultural resources including
locations for potential prehistoric and historic archaeological sites.

No sites were identified through archival research within the Project area. Aguirre LLC did not
conduct an archeological survey within the previously disturbed, terrestrial portion of the Project
because of the low potential for intact cultural deposits. In a letter dated August 15, 2012, the State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) concurred that no archaeological survey is necessary. We concur
as well.

The marine area of potential effect included about 155 acres (160 cuerdas) of submerged land
that could be affected by the construction and operation of the subsea pipeline and the Offshore GasPort.
Aguirre LLC completed evaluative testing in March 2013, prepared a report of findings in April 2013,
and submitted a copy to the SHPO for review in June 2013. In a letter dated July 2, 2013, the SHPO
concurred that none of the reported anomalies were historically significant and that no further
archeological work was required. We concur as well.
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Based on the investigations conducted by Aguirre LLC, the comments received from the SHPO,
and implementation of Aguirre LLC’s unanticipated discoveries plan, we conclude that the Project
would not impact any historical resources and that the FERC has met its responsibility under Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act.

Air Quality and Noise

Construction of the Project would create emissions from fossil-fueled construction equipment.
Such air quality impacts would generally be temporary and localized, and are not expected to cause or
contribute to a violation of applicable air quality standards.

Operating the Project, which would include equipment on the FSRU, the Offshore GasPort, and
LNG carriers, support vessels, and tugs would create long-term air emissions. Potential impacts of air
emissions from Project operations would be reduced by incorporation of operating restrictions and use of
emission reduction technologies on the FSRU to limit pollutant emissions. Overall, the Project would
reduce emissions at the Aguirre Plant, including almost 800 tons per year (721 metric tons per year) of
nitrogen oxides and 5,815 tons per year (5,275 metric tons per year) of sulfur dioxide. In meeting the
Project objective of compliance with the EPA Mercury and Air Toxics Standard rule, the local and
regional air quality would improve.

Noise would be generated during construction and operation of the Project. Construction of the
Offshore GasPort would occur in three phases: the marine infrastructure including berth facilities;
topside mechanical and electrical facilities; and the subsea interconnecting pipeline. If an HDD under
the Boca del Infierno pass is found to be feasible, additional construction noise would be generated by
the HDD equipment. Aguirre LLC proposes to consult with EQB to develop the appropriate mitigation
measures should actual sound levels measured during construction activities exceed the nighttime EQB
noise limits. In addition to consulting with the EQB for noise impacts on noise sensitive areas (NSA),
we are recommending that Aguirre conduct noise modeling to determine the impacts of subsea and
ambient noise on wildlife in the area. Further, we recommend that Aguirre LLC consult with the FWS,
NMFS, and DNER regarding appropriate mitigation measures to reduce noise levels.

The estimated operational noise of the FSRU would be below existing ambient sound levels at
each of the NSAs. We are recommending, however, that Aguirre LLC file a noise survey no later than
60 days after placing the facilities into service to ensure that the noise levels are at or below our criteria
of a day-night noise level of 55 decibels on the A-weighted scale (dBA) at the nearest NSAs. If the
noise attributable to operation of the Offshore GasPort exceeds a day-night average sound level of
55 dBA at any nearby NSAs, Aguirre LLC would install additional noise controls to meet the level
within 1 year of the in-service date. Aguirre LLC would confirm compliance with the requirement by
filing a second noise survey no later than 60 days after it installs the additional noise controls.

Safety and Reliability

We evaluated the safety of the proposed Offshore GasPort, the related FSRU operation,
LNG carrier transits, and the subsea pipeline. As part of our evaluation of the Offshore GasPort, we
performed a technical review of the preliminary engineering design to ensure sufficient layers of
protection would be included in the facility designs to mitigate the potential for an incident that could
impact the safety of the public. The USCG reviewed the suitability of the waterway along the proposed
LNG carrier transit route and determined that the waterway would be suitable for the type and frequency
of LNG marine traffic associated with this proposed Project. In addition, Aguirre LLC would be
required to comply with all regulations in 33 CFR 105 and 33 CFR 127 for its proposed LNG facilities
and 49 CFR 192 for the proposed subsea pipeline. On December 3, 2014, Aguirre LLC filed its
modified subsea pipeline design to meet DOT’s pipeline safety standards to include burial of the
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offshore pipeline with the exception of approximately 1,700 feet (518 m) through the area across the
Boca del Infierno pass where Aguirre LLC proposes to direct lay the pipeline over the coral reef. The
modified construction method meets the requirements of 49 CFR 192. Based on our engineering design
analysis and recommendations presented in section 4.11 for the Offshore GasPort, the Letter of
Recommendation issued by the USCG for the LNG carrier transit, and the regulatory requirements for
the pipeline and the Offshore GasPort, we conclude that the Project would not result in significantly
increased public safety risks.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

As an alternative to the proposed action, we evaluated the No-Action Alternative, system
alternatives, facility siting alternatives, Offshore GasPort alternatives, major pipeline route alternatives,
and pipeline route variations. While the No-Action Alternative would eliminate the short- and long-term
environmental impacts identified in the EIS, the stated objectives of the proposed action would not be
met. We also evaluated the use of alternative energy sources and the potential effects of energy
conservation, but determined that these sources and measures would not be a practicable alternative to
the proposed Project.

One system alternative would be the expansion of the existing EcoEléctrica LNG (EcoEléctrica)
facility, which is approximately 35 miles (56 km) east of the Aguirre Plant. For the EcoEléctrica facility
to be a viable system alternative to the proposed Project, the facility would have to construct new LNG
storage capacity, regasification facilities, and a new pipeline to connect the EcoEléctrica facility to the
Aguirre Plant. It should be noted that when originally proposed, EcoEléctrica planned to construct two
LNG storage tanks. To date, EcoEléctrica has only constructed one LNG storage tank. For this
expansion to be a viable alternative to the proposed action, EcoEléctrica would have needed to start its
FERC permitting process in 2012 to obtain approval to construct its tank. As the proposed Project does
not require construction of onshore LNG storage or onshore new pipeline, any alternative from
EcoEléctrica facility would result in greater environmental impacts than the proposed Project.

A commentor requested that we consider an alternative that would truck the LNG from
EcoEléctrica facility to the Aguirre Plant. FERC had recently approved expansion at the EcoEléctrica
facility to allow delivery of LNG to a proposed non-jurisdictional LNG truck loading facility (LNG
Truck Loading Facility), which is being developed and permitted by Gas Natural Puerto Rico, Inc. Gas
Natural Puerto Rico, Inc. is marketing its LNG to end-users in Puerto Rico, such as pharmaceutical,
petrochemical, and other industrial facilities. We reviewed the capacity of the facility, the number of
trucks required to deliver gas to the Aguirre Plant, and the impacts on the roads and communities with
the number of trucks arriving and departing the facility each day and determined that transporting the
LNG to the Aguirre Plant by truck was not environmentally preferable to the proposed Project.

Our evaluation of alternative sites also considered construction and operation of two land-based
sites and two dockside sites. Two industrial facilities are located on the north shore of Las Mareas Bay:
the Chevron-Philips chemical facility and the AES Puerto Rico, L.P. 454-megawatt coal-fired power
generation facility. Las Mareas Bay is approximately 6 miles (9.7 km) east of the Aguirre Plant with
access to the area off Puerto Rico Highway 3. This industrial area has sufficient land to allow for the
development of an onshore LNG facility; however, it would require the construction of a new onshore or
dockside terminal at either the Chevron-Philips chemical facility or AES Puerto Rico, L.P. facility, a
large dredging and bay development project to accommodate large LNG carriers, and a 6-mile (9.7 km)
pipeline to the Aguirre Plant. Impacted areas would mainly consist of previously developed upland but
would also include areas of palustrine emergent wetland located along the coastal area. We found that
the associated environmental impacts with either a land-based or dockside terminal alternative would be
greater than the proposed Project. For these reasons, we conclude that a new land-based or dockside
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LNG facility within Las Mareas Bay would not present any significant environmental advantage
compared to the proposed Project.

The Aguirre Plant was also considered as an alternative for either a land-based or dockside
terminal location. About 30 acres (31 cuerdas) would be required to construct storage tanks,
regasification equipment, and other infrastructure to support the facility. In reviewing the area around
the Aguirre Plant, 30 contiguous acres (31 cuerdas) are not available that would avoid population
centers. In addition, the land-based terminal would require a deepwater access and a turning basin. The
lack of available land, the need to create a deepwater access and turning basin, and the proximity to a
population center makes a land-based terminal less environmentally preferable than the proposed action.
A dockside terminal facility would also require deepwater access and a turning basin large enough for
both the FSRU and the LNG carrier as well as modification at the Aguirre Plant to build a pier for the
FSRU. The existing jetty at the facility cannot accommodate an FSRU as well as the LNG carrier.
Considering its proximity to the Aguirre community, and the extensive amount of in-water work
(dredging and pier construction) that would be required, we consider that the environmental impacts of a
dockside terminal would be equal or greater than the proposed Project.

We evaluated four alternative Offshore GasPort sites with pipelines to the terminal, and Aguirre
LLC conducted field review of each site and corresponding pipeline. All four terminals had similar
water depths and seafloor conditions; however, the length of pipeline required and distance to the closest
population centers varied. We also analyzed five major terminal/pipeline alternatives in response to
concerns from the public and federal and state agencies concerning impacts from the proposed pipeline
route through the Boca del Infierno pass on federally threatened and endangered coral species, coral reef
habitat, seagrass within Jobos Bay, and the Antillean manatee. Aguirre LLC revised the construction
techniques to include pipe burial for its length with the exception of 1,700 feet (518 m) through the Boca
del Infierno pass.

Aguirre LLC conducted additional work to determine the feasibility and risk of installing the
pipeline through the Boca del Infierno pass using the HDD construction method. Based on a review of
the geotechnical subsurface data and the preliminary nearshore geotechnical investigation conducted for
the Project, Aguirre LLC determined that a successful HDD of this area would likely be infeasible based
on the subsurface geotechnical data currently available. Aguirre LLC’s contractor concluded that a
detailed subsurface exploration program would be required to determine the feasibility and detailed
design of an HDD to cross the Boca del Infierno pass. We are recommending that Aguirre LLC continue
to conduct the necessary subsurface investigations to determine the likelihood of a successful HDD. For
our comparison of impacts in the EIS, as the success of an HDD is unknown for the Boca del Infierno
pass, our analysis assumes a direct lay through coral areas of the proposed route and each of the
alternative routes, though we do note where we found impacts would be reduced if the HDD method or
an alternative route is adopted by Aguirre LLC.

In our analysis, we do not identify any alternative route that would be environmentally
preferable to the proposed route if it is installed through the Boca del Infierno pass using the HDD
method to avoid impacts on the coral reef. If, following Aguirre’s additional geotechnical work, it is
determined that the HDD is not a viable construction method, we are recommending that Aguirre LLC
adopt Alternative Route 6 as its proposed route to connect the Offshore GasPort to the Aguirre Plant.
While Alternative Route 6 is longer than the proposed route, resulting in a greater area of temporary
construction disturbance; it provides an environmentally feasible and practicable alternative to meet the
proposed Project objectives while substantially reducing impacts on federally listed coral resources and
sensitive benthic habitat.

A pipeline route variation review was completed on four pipeline route variations from the
proposed Offshore GasPort to the Aguirre Plant, each passing through Boca del Infierno pass. For each
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pipeline route variation, the pipeline length, number of bends in the pipeline, and disturbance of
submerged aquatic vegetation and coral reef habitat was compared to the corresponding segment of the
proposed route. None of the route variations were determined to provide significant environmental
advantages over the proposed route and were not evaluated further.

A more detailed comparison of the available vaporization technologies was completed in
response to public and agency comments on the draft EIS. None of the alternative vaporization
technologies provided significant advantages over the proposed method. In response to a comment, we
also analyzed the seawater usage of the FSRU compared to other offshore LNG projects. Our analysis
concludes that the additional equipment required for the glycol/water system would be difficult to
include on Aguirre LLC’s existing ship deck footprint. Further, because the FSRU is a non-FERC-
jurisdictional facility, the use of an alternative shell and tube vaporization method that uses the
water/glycol closed-loop system is outside of the scope of this EIS.

CONCLUSIONS

We determined that construction and operation of the Project would result in limited adverse
environmental impacts that would mostly occur during construction, provided the subsea pipeline does
not cross the Boca del Infierno pass via a direct lay. This determination is based on our review of the
information provided by Aguirre LLC and further developed from data requests; field investigations;
scoping; literature research; alternatives analyses; and contacts with federal, state, and local agencies,
and individual members of the public; as well as our recommendations to avoid or reduce certain
environmental impacts. We conclude that approval of the Project would have moderate adverse
environmental impacts, but these impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels if mitigation
measures are implemented. Although many factors were considered in this determination, the principal
reasons are:

° Aguirre LLC would be required to obtain all necessary federal authorizations prior to
beginning construction.

° Aguirre LLC would implement Project-specific construction, restoration, and mitigation
plans that would avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts on natural resources.

o Aguirre LLC would implement our recommended mitigation measures to further reduce
the environmental impacts that would otherwise result from construction and operation
of the Project.

. The FERC would complete the process of complying with Section 7 of the ESA prior to
construction.

° The FERC completed the process of complying with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act.

o An environmental inspection program would be implemented to ensure compliance with
the mitigation measures that become conditions of the FERC authorization.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

On April 17, 2013, Aguirre Offshore GasPort, LLC (Aguirre LLC), a wholly owned subsidiary of
Excelerate Energy, LP (Excelerate Energy), filed an application with the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (Commission or FERC) under Section 3 of the Natural Gas Act (NGA) and Part 153 of the
Commission’s regulations. The application was assigned Docket No. CP13-193-000, and a Notice of
Application was issued on April 30, 2013, that was also noticed in the Federal Register on May 6, 2013.
Aguirre LLC is seeking authorization from the FERC to develop, construct, and operate a liquefied
natural gas (LNG) import terminal off the southern coast of Puerto Rico.

Aguirre LLC’s proposal, referred to as the Aguirre Offshore GasPort Project (Project), is being
developed in cooperation with the Puerto Rico Electric Power Authority (PREPA) for the purpose of
receiving, storing, and regasifying the LNG to be acquired by PREPA; and delivering natural gas to
PREPA’s existing Aguirre Power Complex (Aguirre Plant) in Salinas, Puerto Rico. The Aguirre Plant is
PREPA’s largest power facility with an installed generation capacity of 1,492 megawatts (MW), which
represents approximately one-third of Puerto Rico’s total installed generating capacity. The Project
would consist of an Offshore GasPort (berthing platform and FSRU) and 4.0-mile-long (6.4 kilometer
[km]), 21-inch (61 centimeters [cm]) outside diameter subsea pipeline connecting the Offshore GasPort to
the Aguirre Plant (see figure 1-1). The subsea pipeline would be 18-inch (46 cm) steel pipeline with a
1.5-inch (3.8 cm) concrete coating. The Offshore GasPort would be attended by a Floating Storage and
Regasification Unit (FSRU) and ships delivering LNG. Both the FSRU and the LNG carriers would be
under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Coast Guard. Aguirre LLC is proposing to place the Project facilities in
service in 2016. The proposed Project facilities and schedule are described in detail in section 2.0.

The environmental staff of the FERC prepared this environmental impact statement (EIS) to
assess the environmental impacts associated with the construction and operation of the facilities proposed
by Aguirre LLC in accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA), as amended. NEPA, and the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) regulations for
implementing NEPA in Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 1501.6 (40 CFR 1501.6), call on
federal, state, and local government agencies to cooperate in the preparation of EISs.

The vertical line in the margin identifies text that is new or modified in the final EIS and differs
materially from corresponding text in the draft EIS. Changes were made to address comments from
cooperating agencies and other stakeholders on the draft EIS; incorporate modifications to the Project
proposed by Aguirre LLC after publication of the draft EIS; and incorporate information filed by Aguirre
in response to our recommendations in the draft EIS. As a result of the changes, four of the
recommendations identified in the draft EIS are no longer applicable to the Project and do not appear in
the final EIS. Additionally, two of our recommendations identified in the draft EIS have been
substantively modified in the final EIS, and eight new recommendations have been added in the final EIS.
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In accordance with these provisions, the following agencies are participating as cooperating
agencies ™ in the preparation of this final EIS:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA);

U.S. Coast Guard (USCG);

U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT);

U.S. Department of Energy (DOE);

U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA);

Puerto Rico Permits Management Office (PMO);

Puerto Rico Environmental Quality Board (EQB);

Puerto Rico Planning Board (PRPB);

Puerto Rico Department of Natural and Environmental Resources (DNER); and
Puerto Rico Department of Health (PRDH).

The roles of the FERC and the cooperating agencies in the Project review process are described in
section 1.2.

1.1 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED

According to Aguirre LLC, the purpose of the Project is to provide LNG storage capacity and
sustained deliverability of natural gas directly to the Aguirre Plant, which would facilitate PREPA’s
conversion of the Aguirre Plant from fuel oil only to a dual-fuel generation facility, capable of burning
diesel and natural gas for the combined cycle units and fuel oil and natural gas for the thermoelectric
plant. The Project would have a storage capacity of 197,400 cubic yards (yd®) (150,000 cubic meters
[m?]) and sendout capacity of 500 million standard cubic feet per day (MMscf/d) to the Aguirre Plant.

Aguirre LLC’s stated benefits of the Project are:

. contributing to the diversification of energy sources, thereby reducing the use of fuel oils,
as outlined in PREPA’s Corporate Strategic Plan 2011-2015;

. allowing the Aguirre Plant to meet the requirements of the EPA’s Mercury and Air
Toxics Standard (MATS rule);

. reducing fuel oil barge traffic in Jobos Bay, thereby reducing the potential for fuel spills,
reducing potential encounters with certain endangered species, and minimizing impacts
on recreational boat traffic; and

. contributing to price stabilization, which is not enjoyed under the current supply scenario.

The Project was developed in response to an Expression of Interest and Pre-Qualification process
that was conducted by PREPA in December 2010 to identify a qualified company to develop, permit,
finance, construct, and operate an LNG import terminal off the coast of Salinas, Puerto Rico. Excelerate
Energy submitted its technical proposal and company qualification to PREPA in January 2011 and was
selected by PREPA in February 2011 as the most qualified company to pursue a solution to PREPA’s
goals.

Under Section 3 of the NGA, the FERC considers, as part of its decision to authorize natural gas
facilities, all factors bearing on the public interest. Specifically, regarding whether to authorize natural

! A cooperating agency is an agency that has jurisdiction over all or part of a project area and must make a decision on a project, and/or an

agency that provides special expertise with regard to environmental or other resources.
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gas facilities used for importation or exploration, the FERC shall authorize the proposal unless it finds
that the proposed facilities would not be consistent with the public interest.

1.2 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE EIS
Our 2 principal purposes for preparing the EIS are to:

. identify and assess the potential impacts on the natural and human environment that
would result from the implementation of the Project;

o describe and evaluate reasonable alternatives to the Project that would avoid or
substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of the Project on the environment;

o identify and recommend specific mitigation measures, as necessary, to avoid or minimize
significant environmental effects; and

° encourage and facilitate involvement by the public and interested agencies in the
environmental review process.

This EIS focuses on the Offshore GasPort and pipeline that are under the FERC’s jurisdiction.
The topics addressed in this final EIS include geology; soils; water use and quality; wetlands; vegetation;
wildlife; fisheries and essential fish habitat (EFH); threatened, endangered, and special status species;
land use, recreation, and visual resources; socioeconomics; cultural resources; air quality; noise;
reliability and safety; cumulative impacts; and alternatives. This final EIS describes the affected
environment as it currently exists, discusses the potential environmental consequences of the proposed
Project, and compares the Project’s potential impact to that of alternatives. The following sections
describe the roles and responsibilities of the FERC and the cooperating agencies.

1.2.1 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

The FERC is an independent federal agency whose responsibility includes evaluating applications
filed for authorization to construct and operate LNG terminals for the importation or exportation of
natural gas. The Energy Policy Act of 2005 provides that the FERC shall act as the lead agency for
coordinating all applicable authorizations related to jurisdictional natural gas facilities and for purposes of
complying with NEPA. As such, the FERC is the lead federal agency for the preparation of the EIS in
compliance with the requirements of NEPA, the CEQ regulations for implementing the procedural
provisions of NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508), and the FERC’s regulations implementing NEPA (18 CFR
380).

As the lead federal agency for the Project, the FERC is also required to comply with Section 7 of
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), the Bald and Golden
Eagle Protection Act, the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA), the
Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 (MMPA), Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA), and Section 307 of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (CZMA). These and other
statutes have been taken into account in the preparation of the EIS.

The Commission will consider the findings of the final EIS as well as non-environmental issues
in its review of Aguirre LLC’s application to determine whether or not to authorize the proposed Project.
An authorization will be granted only if the FERC finds that the evidence produced on financing, rates,
market demand, gas supply, existing facilities and service, environmental impacts, long-term feasibility,
and other issues demonstrates that the Project is consistent with the public interest. Environmental impact
assessment and mitigation development are important factors in the overall public interest determination.

2 “We,” “us,” and “our” refer to the environmental staff of the FERC’s Office of Energy Projects.
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This effort was undertaken with the participation and assistance of the EPA, USCG, DOT, DOE,
USDA, PMO, EQB, PRPB, DNER, and PRDH as “cooperating agencies” under NEPA. Cooperating
agencies have jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to environmental impacts involved
with a proposal. Permitting and consulting agencies such as the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE),
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) provided
assistance in preparing this EIS. The roles of the cooperating federal and commonwealth agencies in the
Project review process are described below. The EIS provides a basis for coordinated federal decision-
making in a single document, avoiding duplication among federal agencies in the NEPA environmental
review processes. In addition to the lead and cooperating agencies, other federal, state, and local agencies
may use this EIS in approving or issuing permits for all or part of the proposed Project. Federal, state,
and local permits, approvals, and consultations for the Project are discussed in section 1.5.

1.2.2 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency — Region 2

The EPA is an independent federal agency responsible for protecting human health and
safeguarding the natural environment. It sets and enforces national standards under a variety of
environmental laws and regulations in consultation with state, tribal, and local governments. The EPA
has delegated water quality certification (Section 401 of the Clean Water Act [CWA]) to the jurisdiction
of individual state agencies, but the EPA may assume this authority if no state program exists, if the state
program is not functioning adequately, or at the request of a state. The National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) program is not delegated to the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. The EPA
implements the NPDES program and issues NPDES permits to dischargers. In addition, the EPA has
authority to review and veto permits issued by the COE under Section 404 of the CWA.

The EPA has jurisdictional authority to control air pollution under the Clean Air Act (CAA)
(42 United States Code [USC] Chapter 85 [42 USC 85]) by developing and enforcing rules and
regulations for all entities that emit air pollutants into the air. Under this authority, the EPA has
developed regulations for major sources of air pollution and has delegated the authority to implement
these regulations to state and local agencies. State and local agencies are allowed to develop and
implement their own regulations for non-major sources of air pollutants. The EPA also establishes
general conformity applicability thresholds that a federal agency can utilize to determine whether a
specific action requires a general conformity assessment. The EPA has jurisdictional authority in Puerto
Rico in the case of the federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration of Air Quality (PSD) regulations
codified in 40 CFR 52.21.

In addition to its permitting responsibilities, the EPA is required under Section 309 of the CAA to
review and publicly comment on the environmental impacts of major federal actions including actions
that are the subject of draft and final EISs, and is responsible for implementing certain procedural
provisions of NEPA (e.g., publishing the Notices of Availability of the draft and final EISs in the Federal
Register) to establish statutory timeframes for the environmental review process.

1.2.3 U.S. Coast Guard — Sector San Juan

The USCG is the federal agency within the U.S. Department of Homeland Security responsible
for assessing the suitability of the Project Waterway (defined as the waterways that begin at the outer
boundary of the navigable waters of the United States and extend to the FSRU) for LNG carrier traffic to
and from the Offshore GasPort. The USCG exercises regulatory authority over LNG facilities that affect
the safety and security of port areas and navigable waterways under Executive Order 10173; the MSA (50
USC 191); the Ports and Waterways Safety Act of 1972, as amended (33 USC 1221 et seq.); and the
Maritime Transportation Security Act of 2002 (46 USC 701). The USCG is responsible for matters
related to navigation safety, vessel engineering and safety standards, and all matters pertaining to the
safety of facilities or equipment located in or adjacent to navigable waters up to the last valve



immediately before the receiving tanks. As appropriate, the USCG (acting under the authority in 33 USC
1221 et seq.) also will inform the FERC of design- and construction-related issues identified as part of
safety and security assessments. If the Project is approved, constructed, and operated, the USCG would
continue to exercise regulatory oversight of the safety and security of this facility, in compliance with
33 CFR 127.

On May 2, 2014, the USCG Captain of the Port (COTP), Sector San Juan, issued a Letter of
Recommendation (LOR) regarding the suitability of the Project Waterway for LNG carrier traffic to and
from the proposed FSRU. The LOR determination was based on the LOR Analysis (see appendix B),
which included a detailed review of the final Waterway Suitability Assessment (WSA) and outlined the
USCG’s assessment of potential navigation safety and maritime security risks and identified strategies for
managing potential risks. The LOR recommended that the waterway surrounding Jobos Bay be
considered suitable for accommodating the type and frequency of LNG marine traffic associated with this
Project. The COTP made this determination following his review of the factors listed in 33 CFR 127.007
and 33 CFR 127.009.

As part of the LOR analysis, the USCG identified the need for a safety zone around the offshore
terminal and the LNG carriers. The safety zone is intended to protect what is outside of the zone from
what is inside the zone. As proposed by the USCG, it will establish a moving 100-yard (91 meter [m])
safety zone for all LNG carriers entering the surrounding areas of Jobos Bay while on approach and
departure to the Offshore GasPort. The Aguirre Offshore GasPort will have a fixed 500-yard (457-m)
safety zone at all times encompassing an area of about 303.3 acres (312.3 cuerdas). Once the LNG carrier
is moored, it will be part of the 500-yard (457-m) safety zone regulation. Vessels not related to the
operation of the terminal would not be permitted to enter this area or within the water column or seafloor
beneath the safety zone without proper authorization from the COTP Sector San Juan. All unauthorized
vessels (i.e., fishing boats, sailboats, pleasure crafts, and any other watercraft or marine vessel) would be
prohibited from anchoring or transiting the 500-yard (457-m) safety zone at any time.

If the FERC approves the LNG facility, Aguirre LLC subsequently would be required to submit
plans or procedures for USCG approval in accordance with 33 CFR 127.017. The USCG also would
initiate rulemaking procedures to establish the safety zone around the Offshore GasPort and LNG carriers.
Some of these actions and their impacts are described in this EIS. Others are considered Sensitive
Security Information and are not releasable to the public (in accordance with 49 CFR 1520). These future
actions would be subject to additional environmental review in accordance with the USCG’s National
Environmental Policy Act Implementing Procedures and Policy for Considering Environmental Impacts,
as described in the USCG Commandant Instruction Manual.

1.2.4 U.S. Department of Transportation

The DOT administers the national regulatory program to ensure the safe transportation of natural
gas, petroleum, and other hazardous materials by pipeline under Title 49 USC Chapter 601. The DOT’s
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) Office of Pipeline Safety is
responsible for establishing and enforcing standards for the safe and environmentally sound transportation
of hazardous materials including the transportation of natural gas and hazardous liquids by pipeline.
These standards encompass the design, installation, inspection, emergency plans and procedures, testing,
construction, extension, operation, replacement, and maintenance of facilities used in the transportation of
natural gas and hazardous liquids by pipeline. PHMSA is not authorized to designate the route of a
proposed pipeline.

The DOT is responsible for ensuring that Aguirre LLC’s facilities are designed, constructed, and
operated in compliance with the safety standards that the agency has established for natural gas pipeline



facilities. As previously noted, PHMSA is working with Aguirre LLC to ensure that its proposed
construction methods meet the requirements of 49 CFR 192.327(f).

1.2.5 U.S. Department of Energy

The DOE is a Cabinet-level Department of the federal government. The DOE’s mission is to
ensure America’s security and prosperity by addressing its energy, environmental, and nuclear challenges
through transformative science and technology solutions. The DOE’s Loan Programs Office administers
DOE’s Loan Programs enacted under Title XVII of the Energy Policy Act of 2005, as amended (42 USC
sections 16,511-16,516). Title XVII established a federal loan guarantee program for certain energy
projects that employ innovative technologies, and authorizes the Secretary of Energy to make loan
guarantees for a variety of projects. Specifically, Title XVII identifies the projects as those that avoid,
reduce, or sequester anthropogenic emissions of greenhouse gases, and employ new or significantly
improved technologies as compared to commercial technologies in service in the United States at the time
the guarantee is issued.

On December 12, 2013, the DOE issued a federal loan guarantee program solicitation under Title
XVII entitled “Federal Loan Guarantees for Advanced Fossil Energy Projects” (Solicitation No. DE-
SOL-0006303). In response to the Solicitation, PREPA submitted an application for the proposed
Aguirre Project. PREPA applied for a loan guarantee for the construction of the Aguirre Offshore
GasPort Project (including the non-jurisdictional facilities described in section 1.4) a subsea pipeline
connecting the Offshore GasPort to the Aguirre Plant, and conversion of multiple electricity-generating
units and other modifications at the Aguirre Plant (see section 1.4.1).

The DOE’s action is to consider whether or not to issue a federal loan guarantee to PREPA. The
purpose and need for the DOE loan guarantee action is to comply with the DOE mandate under Title
XVII of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 by selecting projects that are consistent with program goals. The
two principal goals of the loan guarantee program are to encourage commercial use in the United States
of new or significantly improved energy-related technologies and to achieve substantial environmental
benefits. The DOE is a cooperating agency for the preparation of this EIS to comply with its NEPA and
related environmental and cultural resource regulatory compliance responsibilities.

1.2.6 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Rural Utilities Service

Under the authority of the Rural Electrification Act of 1936, the Electric Programs of the Rural
Utilities Service (RUS), an agency of the USDA, is authorized to make loans and loan guarantees to
finance the construction of electric distribution, transmission, and generation facilities, including system
improvements and replacements required to furnish and improve electric service in rural areas, as well as
demand side management, energy conservation programs, and on-grid and off-grid renewable energy
systems. PREPA, a current RUS borrower, may request long-term financing assistance from RUS in
association with the proposed Project. RUS may consider approving this request. Because RUS
considers the approval of financial assistance a federal action subject to the agency’s Environmental
Policies and Procedures (i.e., its NEPA implementing regulations in 7 CFR 1794), it has elected to
participate as a cooperating agency in the preparation of this EIS. The RUS would adopt the EIS in
compliance with 40 CFR 1506.3 and 7 CFR 1974.72 if, after an independent review of the document, it
concludes that the EIS satisfies the agency’s environmental policies and procedures.

1.2.7 Other Federal Permitting and Consulting Agencies
1.2.7.1 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — Jacksonville District

The COE is a federal agency within the U.S. Department of Defense responsible for regulating
the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States under Section 404 of the CWA
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(33 USC 1344), and works or construction of any structure affecting navigable waters of the United States
under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act (33 USC 403). The COE is also responsible for
regulating the transportation of dredged material to be discharged into the ocean under Section 103 of the
Marine Protection Research and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 and regulating moorings, buoys, and markers
that are maintained by private individual or organizations under 33 CFR 66, Private Aids to Navigation.

Aguirre LLC filed its application with the Jacksonville District of the COE on July 9, 2013, and
provided additional information in August and September 2013 in response to comments from the COE.
The COE issued a public notice for Aguirre LL.C’s application on October 1, 2013, which opened a 30-
day comment period. The COE issued a second public notice on August 15, 2014 to announce the release
and availability of the draft EIS prepared by FERC. On October 31, 2014, the COE issued a letter to
Aguirre LLC noting concerns about the proposed Project and potential alternatives. In particular, the
COE encouraged an assessment of the horizontal directional drill (HDD) method to avoid the coral areas.

In a letter dated January 28, 2015, the COE informed the FERC staff that it was retracting its
participation as a cooperating agency and withdrawing from the FERC’s NEPA process for the Project.
The COE’s stated reason was that it could not support an EIS that would result in a FERC authorization
that contained conditions for certain pending environmental issues. The COE also stated that it could not
accept the FERC’s defined range of alternatives and that additional alternatives should have been
considered as part of the NEPA analysis.

1.2.7.2 National Marine Fisheries Service

NMFS is a federal agency within the U.S. Department of Commerce responsible for stewardship
of the nation’s living marine resources and their habitat. NMFS is charged with the management,
conservation, and protection of living marine resources within the United States’ Exclusive Economic
Zone, which extends from 3 to 200 miles offshore. The Aguirre Offshore GasPort Project would affect
living marine resources and habitat (marine mammals, threatened and endangered species, and essential
fish habitat (EFH)), which are managed by NMFS under the MMPA, ESA, and MSA.

Both Aguirre LLC and FERC staff are consulting with NMFS to assess impacts on living marine
resources. NMFS may adopt this final EIS if it concludes that the document satisfies its requirements
relative to its mandates under the MMPA. As an element of its review, NMFS will evaluate potential
impacts to marine mammals and the proposed mitigation and monitoring measures for reducing those
impacts.

1.2.7.3 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

The FWS is responsible for ensuring compliance with the ESA. Section 7 of the ESA, as
amended, states that any project authorized, funded, or conducted by any federal agencies should not
“...jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species or result in the
destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is determined...to be critical...”
(16 USC 1536(a)(2)). The FWS also reviews project plans and provides comments regarding protection
of fish and wildlife resources under the provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC
661 et seq.). The FWS is responsible for the implementation of the provisions of the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act (MBTA) (16 USC 703) and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) (16 USC
688).

Section 7 of the ESA requires identification of and consultation on aspects of any federal action
that may have effects on federally listed species, species proposed for federal listing, and their habitat.

| 8 The COE, if it later chooses to do so, could decide to adopt the FERC EIS in accordance with CEQ’s regulations at 40 CFR 1506.2.
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The ultimate responsibility for compliance with Section 7 remains with the lead federal agency (i.e., the
FERC for this project).

As the lead federal agency for the project, the FERC will consult with the FWS pursuant to
Section 7 of the ESA to determine whether federally listed endangered or threatened species or designated
critical habitat are found in the vicinity of the project, and to evaluate the proposed action’s potential
effects on those species or critical habitats. The FERC will also coordinate with the FWS regarding other
federal trust wildlife resources, such as migratory birds. The FWS elected to consult with us in preparing
this EIS because it has special expertise with respect to environmental impacts associated with the
project.

1.2.8 Commonwealth of Puerto Rico Agencies
1.2.8.1 Puerto Rico Permits Management Office

The PMO was created under the Puerto Rico Permits Process Reform Act (Act No. 161;
December 2009) and is responsible for issuing final determinations and permits, licenses, inspections,
certifications, and any other government documents through interagency agreements required for the
purposes of construction, land use, and conducting or operating businesses in Puerto Rico. The PMO
participates in the environmental planning process by evaluating environmental documents, and through
investigation and analysis of proposed activities and impacts. This includes obtaining comments and
recommendations from other agencies with expertise, jurisdiction, and interest in a matter as well as from
the community when necessary.

In regards to the proposed Project, the PMO held joint hearings with the FERC to solicit public
comments regarding the EIS for the Project. After careful evaluation, the PMO will issue an
Environmental Compliance Determination and a Final Resolution for the Project.

1.2.8.2 Puerto Rico Environmental Quality Board

The EQB was created under the Puerto Rico Environmental Public Policy Act (Act No. 416;
September 2004) and is responsible for protecting environmental quality by exercising control over the
air, water, and soil pollution, as well as noise pollution, and using all practical means and measures to
create and maintain conditions under which man and nature are able to coexist in productive harmony and
to meet the needs that may arise for the present and the future generations of Puerto Ricans.

In regards to the proposed Project, the EQB will provide its conclusions regarding potential
impacts on air quality and water resources to the PMO to include in its determination and facilitate the
issuance of the necessary permits.

1.2.8.3 Puerto Rico Planning Board

The PRPB was created under the Puerto Rico Planning Board Organic Act (Act No. 75; June
1975) and is responsible for guiding the development of Puerto Rico in a manner which, according to the
present and future social needs and human environmental, physical, and economic resources, will best
promote the health, safety, order, coexistence, prosperity, defense, culture, economic stability, and general
welfare of the present and future inhabitants.

In regards to the proposed Project, the PRPB is the state agency responsible for the review and
issuance of the Federal Consistency Certificate with the CZMP. The PRPB will provide its conclusions
regarding federal consistency of the required federal permits with the CZMP enforceable policies to the
PMO to include in its determination. The PRPB will also provide the required analysis and
recommendations about other potential land use impacts and facilitate the issuance of required state
permits.
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1.2.8.4 Puerto Rico Department of Natural and Environmental Resources

The DNER was created under the Organic Act of the Department of Natural and Environmental
Resources (Act No. 23; June 1972) and is responsible for protecting, conserving, and managing Puerto
Rico’s natural and environmental resources in a balanced way to guarantee their enjoyment by future
generations and promote a better quality of life.

In regards to the proposed Project, the DNER will provide its conclusions regarding potential
impacts on water resources, wildlife, and submerged lands to the PMO to include in its determination and
facilitate the issuance of the necessary permits.

1.2.8.5 Puerto Rico Department of Health

The PRDH was created under the Health Department Law (Act. No. 81; March 2012). The
PRDH is responsible for regulating and overseeing all matters provided by law related to public health,
sanitation, and welfare, except those related to maritime quarantine services.

In regards to the proposed Project, the PRDH does not have a permit that would apply; the
Sanitary License for the Aguirre Plant would be modified to include the added facilities.

1.3 PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT

On December 21, 2011, Aguirre LLC filed a request with the FERC to implement the
Commission’s pre-filing process for the Project. At that time, Aguirre LLC was in the preliminary design
stage of the Project and no formal application had been filed with the FERC. The purpose of the pre-
filing process is to encourage the early involvement of interested stakeholders, facilitate interagency
cooperation, and identify and resolve issues before an application is filed with the FERC. On January 1,
2012, the FERC granted Aguirre LLC’s request and established a pre-filing docket number (PF12-4-000)
to place information related to the Project into the public record.

Aguirre LLC held three informational open houses in February 2012, September 2012, and May
2013. The purpose of the open houses was to provide affected landowners, elected and agency officials,
and the general public with information about the Project and to give them an opportunity to ask
guestions and express their concerns. We participated in the open houses and provided information
regarding the Commission’s environmental review process to interested stakeholders and to take
comments about the Project and the alternatives. The substantive questions and concerns raised by the
public at the open houses are addressed in the EIS.

On February 28, 2012, the Commission issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement for the Planned Aguirre Offshore GasPort Project, Request for Comments on
Environmental Issues, and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings. The notice was published in the Federal
Register on March 5, 2012, and mailed to more than 130 interested parties, including federal, state, and
local government representatives and agencies; elected officials; environmental and public interest
groups; other interested parties; and local libraries and newspapers. The notice briefly described the
Project and the EIS process, provided a preliminary list of environmental issues identified by us, invited
written comments on the environmental issues that should be addressed in the draft EIS, listed the date
and location of two public scoping meetings to be held in the Project area, and established a closing date
for receipt of comments of March 30, 2012. In addition to comments received from the cooperating
agencies, we received approximately 25 comment letters from various stakeholders, including the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS); National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS); U.S. National Park Service; Governor of the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico; PREPA; Puerto Rico Federal Affairs Administration; Puerto Rico Pilotage Commission;
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Government Development Bank of Puerto Rico; Comité Dialogo Ambiental; Center for Biological
Diversity; and Captain Jimmy Vazquez-Aran.

Our public scoping meetings provided an opportunity for agencies, stakeholders, and the general
public to learn more about the proposed Project and participate in the environmental analysis by
commenting on the issues to be addressed in the draft EIS. The first meeting was in the Town of
Guayama on March 20, 2012; the second meeting was in the Town of Salinas on March 21, 2012.
Approximately 30 people attended the meeting in Guayama and 45 people attended the meeting in
Salinas. Each meeting was recorded, and the transcripts were placed into the public record for the
Project. We received 16 verbal comments from the public scoping meetings.

FERC coordinated several interagency scoping meetings in the Project area to solicit comments
about the Project from other permitting and resource agencies. The date, location, and attendees for these
meetings are summarized in table 1.3-1. We conducted a field visit with Aguirre LLC on February 2,
2012 to review the proposed locations of the onshore and offshore facilities. We also attended the
USCG’s public hearing for the Aguirre Offshore GasPort Safety Zone Regulation on June 20, 2014.

TABLE 1.3-1

Interagency Scoping Meetings for the Aguirre Offshore GasPort Project

Date Agencies in Attendance Location
March 19, 2012 USCG USCG Office, San Juan
March 20, 2012 EPA; COE; USCG; FWS; EQB; PRPB; and Governor of Puerto EPA Office, Guaynabo
Rico’s Office
May 10, 2012 EPA EPA Office, New York, NY
September 20, 2012 FWS; NMFS FWS Office, Boqueron
May 8, 2013 EQB EQB Office, San Juan
May 9, 2013 FWS FWS Office, Boqueron
May 10, 2013 PRPB PRPB Office, Hato Rey
November 6, 2013 EPA; COE; USCG; FWS; NMFS, EQB; PRPB; PMO; DNER; COE Office, San Juan
PRDH; and State Historic Preservation Office
June 19, 2014 PMO PMO Office, San Juan

The transcripts of the public scoping meetings, summaries of the interagency scoping meetings,
and all written scoping comments are part of the public record for the Project and are available for
viewing on the FERC internet website (http://www.ferc.gov)*. On September 5, 2012; February 18,
2013; April 15, 2013; and December 4, 2013, we issued Project Updates, which outlined the status of the
environmental review process and included a summary of the issues identified through the scoping
process.

Table 1.3-2 lists the environmental issues that were identified during scoping and indicates the
section of the final EIS where each issue is addressed. Additional issues we independently identified are
also discussed in the final EIS.

4 Using the “eLibrary” link, select “General Search” from the eLibrary menu, enter the desired date range and Docket Number (i.e., CP13-

193 or PF12-4), and follow the instructions.
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TABLE 1.3-2

Issues and Concerns Identified During the Scoping Process for the Aguirre Offshore GasPort Project

EIS Section Addressing the

Issue/Concern Comment
Project need 1.1
Natural gas capacity on the FSRU 2.8
Alternative sites and alternative construction techniques 3.0
Water use and quality 4.3
Threatened and endangered species and habitat, including coral resources 4.6
Commercial and recreational fishing and boating 4.7 and 4.8
Marine navigation and traffic 4.7 and 4.11
Social and economic concerns 4.8

Air quality and emissions 4.10.1
Noise from construction and operation 4.10.2
Safety 4.11

On August 7, 2014, we issued a Notice of Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Proposed Aguirre Offshore GasPort Project, which listed the dates, times, and locations
for meetings to listen to public comments on the draft EIS. The notice was published in the Federal
Register, mailed to stakeholders on the Project, and advertised in three local newspapers. The draft EIS
was published in English and Spanish and all notices were provided in both languages. In addition, color
flyers announcing the meetings were placed in venues (post office, marina, grocery stores, etc.) to ensure
the general public was aware of the meetings. The first meeting was held in Guayama on September 9,
2014, and the second meeting was held in Salinas on September 10, 2014. These meetings were held
jointly with the PMO and were conducted in English and Spanish using a live translation service. Sixteen
speakers gave comments at the comment meetings.

The comment period for receiving written comments on the draft EIS closed on September 29,
2014. We received 27 written comment letters that included over 300 individual comments. Written
comments were received from federal, state, and local agencies; companies/organizations; individuals;
and Aguirre LLC. The transcripts from the public comment meetings and the written comment letters are
available for viewing on the FERC’s website (http://www.ferc.gov). All substantive comments related to
environmental issues received on the draft EIS, including those comments submitted outside of the
comment period but within a timeframe that allowed for their review, are addressed in Volume | and
summarized in the FERC staff’s responses in Volume II of the EIS. Substantive changes in the final EIS
are indicated by vertical bars that appear in the margins. These changes were made both in response to
substantive comments received on the draft EIS and as a result of updated information that became
available after the issuance of the draft EIS.

Most of the commentors expressed opposition to the Project, citing safety concerns, a preference
for renewable energy solutions, and the impact on commercial fishing and recreational opportunities.
Other concerns were similar to those identified during the scoping process and included whether the
Project is needed; preferences for alternative pipeline routes that avoided coral, seagrasses, and
recreational areas; concerns about the EIS process; and potential impacts on low income and minority
communities, municipal infrastructure, and the environment. Those in favor of the Project pointed out the
need for new sources of energy and the environmental (e.g., cleaner air) and economic benefits that the
Project would bring.

We received a comment letter from PHMSA on October 31, 2014, explaining that the proposed
construction method of the pipeline, as described in the draft EIS, “did not show any burial cover, which
does not meet 49 CFR 192.327(f) which requires burial below natural grade sea bottom or an alternative
equivalent protection system.” Therefore, Aguirre LLC would need to request a waiver from the DOT
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regulations or bury the pipeline according to the regulations in 49 CFR 192. Following several meetings
with PHMSA and FERC, Aguirre LLC modified its proposed construction methods to include burial of
the offshore pipeline to below natural bottom with the exception of approximately 1,700 feet (518 m)
through the area across the Boca del Infierno pass where Aguirre LLC proposes to direct lay over the
coral reef with concrete mats placed over the pipeline. The modified construction method required
revisions to this environmental analysis of the Project’s impact.

In addition, in a letter dated September 29, 2014, Aguirre LLC noted that, following input from
the Aguirre community, the point where the offshore pipeline came ashore was shifted 200 feet (61 m) to
the south end of the bulkhead. This change, which is reflected in this final EIS, reduced the length of
offshore pipeline from 4.1 to 4.0 miles (6.6 km to 6.4 km).

Copies of this final EIS have been mailed to the agencies, individuals, organizations, and other
parties identified in the distribution list provided as appendix A. This EIS has been translated into
Spanish to facilitate public review. Additionally, the final EIS has been filed with the EPA for issuance
of a formal Notice of Availability in the Federal Register. In accordance with the CEQ’s regulations
implementing NEPA, no agency decision on the proposed actions may be made until 30 days after the
EPA publishes the Notice of Availability in the Federal Register. However, the CEQ regulations provide
an exception to this rule when an agency decision is subject to a formal internal appeal process that allows
other agencies or the public to make their views known. This is the case at the FERC, where any
Commission decision on the proposed action would be subject to a 30-day rehearing period. Therefore,
the FERC decision may be made and recorded concurrently with the publication of the final EIS or any
time thereafter.

1.4 NON-JURISDICTIONAL FACILITIES

FERC is required to consider, as part of a decision to authorize jurisdictional facilities, all
facilities that are directly related to a proposed project where there is sufficient federal control and
responsibility to warrant environmental analysis as part of the NEPA environmental review for the
proposed Project. Some proposed projects have associated facilities that do not come under the
jurisdiction of the Commission. These “non-jurisdictional” facilities may be integral to the need for the
proposed facilities, or they may be merely associated as minor components of the jurisdictional facilities
that would be constructed and operated as a result of authorization of the proposed facilities.

Two non-jurisdictional actions were identified in association with the proposed Project: new
piping and associated facilities including the conversion of the steam power plant and the combined cycle
power plant, all within the Aguirre Plant; and the FSRU at the proposed Offshore GasPort. These
facilities are addressed below and are also addressed in our cumulative impacts analysis in section 4.12 of
this EIS.

1.4.1 Aguirre Power Complex

The Aguirre Plant is PREPA’s largest power facility with an installed generation capacity of
approximately 1,492 MW. PREPA developed the Aguirre Plant from 1972 to 1977 to generate electricity
using No. 2 oil and No. 6 oil with twelve fuel combustion sources located in three plant areas, including a
combined cycle power plant, a steam power plant, and a simple cycle power block. In response to the
new EPA MATS rule, and in response to the Puerto Rico Government’s policy to promote the use of
natural gas to lower energy cost and reduce Puerto Rico’s carbon footprint, PREPA is planning to provide
the capability to burn natural gas in both the two-unit, 900-MW steam power plant (AG 1 and 2) and the
two-unit, 600-MW combined cycle power plant (CC 1 and 2) at the Aguirre Plant. The two-unit steam
plant consists of two boilers and two steam generators, and the two-unit combined cycle power plant
consists of eight combustion turbines and two steam generators. The schedule for the modifications to the
steam power plant would coincide with the completion of the proposed Project.
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PREPA would construct piping and associated facilities within the Aguirre Plant property,
beyond the flange at the end of Aguirre LLC’s subsea pipeline and as required to complete the connection
to the combined cycle plant and the thermoelectric plant power station. These facilities would include a
metering station, pressure reduction equipment, process gas heat exchangers, and interconnecting
pipework. The onshore pipeline would have a diameter of 18 inches (45 cm) and would extend
approximately 985 feet (300 m) from the Project’s onshore pipeline terminus/pig trap to the gas delivery
point located on the northeast area of the facility. The onshore pipeline would be placed on stanchions
located to the south of the existing fuel and water tanks at the plant. The metering station and associated
equipment at the gas delivery point would be installed in an area that has been previously disturbed and is
currently used to support the Aguirre Plant operations.

All of the activities associated with conversion of the Aguirre Plant would occur within the fence
line of the existing power plant. No additional land would be acquired to complete this action. Access to
the power plant would be via state road PR-7710, which is accessed from state road PR-3. There would
be little to no associated impact on vegetation within the fence line as the affected area has been subject to
heavy industrial activities for nearly 40 years. The area of disturbance would include approximately
0.7 acre (0.7 cuerda) for the meter station and other equipment and 0.4 acre (0.4 cuerda) for the 2-foot-
wide (0.6 m) corridor along the pipeline. Additional piping would be installed to connect to the steam
power plant and the combined cycle power plant.

Construction within the power plant would not affect any waterbodies; the nearest waterbody is
the Caribbean Sea. National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) mapping identifies portions of the plant as
wetlands; however, all of those areas have been previously filled and developed for industrial use.
Onshore construction activities would not occur in any Special Flood Hazard Areas (100-year flood, Zone
AE), as shown on the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), Flood Insurance Rate Map
(FEMA, 2009). PREPA would use its on-site water sources for hydrostatic testing of the pipeline.
Discharge would occur through the power plant’s water treatment plant. Adequate sanitary services are
available at the power plant and connected to the Puerto Rico Aqueduct and Sewer Authority. No potable
water wells are within a radius of 1,510 feet (460 m) to the conversion activities, and the area is not
located in a classified flood prone zone.

The conversion activities would generate about 3 tons (910 kilograms [kg]) of recyclable material
(e.g., scrap metal) and about 3 yd® (2.3 m® of common waste (e.g., cardboard, wood, cable, etc.). The
common waste would be stored in the power plant’s waste bins and would be disposed of with the power
plant’s common waste. Similarly, the recyclable material would be stored in the recycling container for
metals and would be eventually sold to an authorized facility.

According to the proposed Territorial Zoning Plan for the Municipality of Salina, the conversion
project qualifies as 100 percent rustic land specially protected; however, the conversion activities would
not have an impact on the power plant’s surroundings. In addition, there are no known cultural resources
within the construction area, demonstrated in a Phase 1A and 1B August 2012 study conducted for a
previous project in the power plant. However, if any archeological or cultural resources are found during
construction, PREPA would stop work and immediately notify the Institute of Puerto Rican Culture.

1-14



The nearest tranquility zone (as defined by PREPA) is about 1,390 feet (425 m) to the Project
while the nearest home is about 750 feet (229 m) away. PREPA estimates that conversion of the plant
would not cause noise to increase above the current noise levels. The noise level during operation of the
subsea pipeline is estimated to be 51 decibels (dB) on the A-weighted scale (dBA) or less at the closest
community noise-sensitive area (NSA) in relation to the pipeline lateral. To reduce the operational noise
level of the pipeline, PREPA will use the Emerson Fisher Whisper Trim and the Downstream Whisper
Disk as necessary to ensure a quieted design. These noise attenuation devices are anticipated to reduce
the noise generated by turbulent gas flow noise and associated vibration across control valves and
pressure gauges. No noise control measures are currently planned to be used during construction;
however, if exceedances of the limits are identified, PREPA would obtain a special variance from the
EQB. PREPA’s construction contractor would adhere to all requirements of the ordinance and obtain
special variances, if necessary.

The operational air emissions at the Aguirre Plant would be reduced as a result of the conversion
from oil to natural gas as the combustion source. Further details regarding the cumulative air quality
impacts of the Aguirre Plant and the proposed Project are discussed in section 4.12, Cumulative Impacts.

PREPA submitted the necessary permits for the fuel conversion to the EQB in July and August
2013 and plans to complete the equipment modifications by third quarter of 2015. Aguirre LLC assisted
PREPA in preparation of a Non-Jurisdictional Facility Environmental Report for the conversion
activities.®

1.4.2 Floating Storage and Regasification Unit

Aguirre LLC would utilize one of Excelerate Energy’s existing Energy Bridge Regasification
Vessels (EBRV) as the FSRU for the Project. EBRVs are purpose-built LNG tankers capable of ocean
travel that incorporate onboard equipment for the vaporization of LNG and delivery of high-pressure
natural gas. EBRVSs utilize a steam-generating plant in the vessel for propulsion and overall vessel
operations. These vessels were developed jointly by Excelerate Energy, Exmar NV, and Daewoo
Shipbuilding & Marine Engineering Co., Ltd. Excelerate Energy currently has nine EBRVs in its fleet,
all of which are classified under survey of Bureau Veritas classification society, and a ninth is under
construction for a project in South America. Construction of a new FSRU for this Project would not be
required. The EBRV placed into service for the proposed Project would have a storage capacity of up to
197,400 yd® (150,900 m®) of LNG, an overall length of 955 feet (291 m), and a design draft of 38 feet
(11.6 m).

The FSRU would be moored to the north side of the Offshore GasPort to perform regasification
operations. Periodic maintenance of the FSRU must be performed, however, in order to keep vessel class
certificates and ensure commercial reliability. Additionally, scheduled dry-docking would be performed
as per class requirements, which is typically done once every 5 years. A normal dry-dock period is about
21 days, excluding transit time to and from the respective dry-dock port. Excelerate Energy would use
reasonable efforts to provide a similar FSRU during dry-dock periods.

The FSRU for the Project would be subject to and would comply with USCG 46 CFR, Chapter I,
Subchapter O Endorsement and Port State Inspections for a foreign flag vessel operating in U.S. waters.
The vessels delivering LNG to the Offshore GasPort would be conventional LNG carriers that could
include vessels owned and operated by Excelerate Energy or by other third-party LNG carrier
owners/operators. These LNG carriers would also comply with applicable Class, USCG, and Port State
requirements.

5 Provided as part of the public record for Docket No. CP13-193-000 on the FERC website at http://ferc.gov/docs-filing/elibrary.asp;

Accession No. 20140220-5214.
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1.5 PERMITS, APPROVALS, CONSULTATIONS, AND REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

As a federal agency, the FERC is required to comply with a number of regulatory statutes
including, but not limited to NEPA, Section 7 of the ESA, CAA, CWA, Section 106 of the NHPA, and
Section 307 of the CZMA. Each of these statutes has been taken into account in the preparation of this
EIS. Table 1.5-1 lists the major federal, state, and local permits, approvals, and consultations identified
for the construction and operation of the Project. Table 1.5-1 also provides the dates or anticipated dates
when Aguirre LLC commenced or anticipates commencing formal permit and consultation procedures.

Section 7 of the ESA states that any project authorized, funded, or conducted by any federal
agency should not “...jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is determined...to be
critical...” (16 USC 1536(a)(2)(1988)). The FERC is required to determine whether any federally listed
or proposed threatened or endangered species or their designated critical habitat occur in the vicinity of
the proposed Project and conduct consultations with the FWS and/or NMFS, if necessary. If, upon
review of existing data or data provided by Aguirre LLC, the FERC determines that these species or
habitats may be affected by the Project, the FERC is required to prepare a Biological Assessment (BA) to
identify the nature and extent of adverse impact, and to recommend measures that would avoid the habitat
and/or species, or would reduce potential impact to acceptable levels. Section 4.6 provides information
on the status of this review.

Section 106 of the NHPA requires that the FERC take into account the effects of its undertakings
on properties listed, or eligible for listing, in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), including
prehistoric or historic sites, districts, buildings, structures, objects, or properties of traditional religious or
cultural importance, and to afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) an opportunity
to comment on the undertaking. Aguirre LLC, as a non-federal party, assisted the FERC in meeting its
obligations under Section 106 by preparing the necessary information, analyses, and recommendations
under ACHP regulations in 36 CFR 800 for the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). Section 4.9 of
this EIS provides information on the status of this review.

Aguirre LLC must comply with Sections 401, 402, and 404 of the CWA. Water quality
certification (Section 401) has been delegated to the EQB, with review by the EPA. Water used for
hydrostatic testing that is point-source discharged into waterbodies would require an NPDES permit
(Section 402) issued by the EPA. The offshore burial of the pipeline would require a Dredge-and-Fill
Permit (Section 404).

The Energy Policy Act of 2005 and Section 3 of the NGA require us to consult with the U.S.
Department of Defense to determine if there would be any impacts associated with the Project on military
training or activities on any military installations. The U.S. Department of Defense, in a letter on July 21,
2014, indicated that there would likely be no impacts from the proposed action.

The CZMA calls for the “effective management, beneficial use, protection, and development” of
the nation’s coastal zone and promotes active state involvement in achieving those goals. As a means to
reach those goals, the CZMA requires participating states to develop management programs that
demonstrate how those states will meet their obligations and responsibilities in managing their coastal
areas. In Puerto Rico, the PRPB administers the CZMP and would conduct a consistency determination
concurrent with Aguirre LLC’s filing of an application for a conditional use permit. The CZMP is
discussed further in section 4.7.3.
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TABLE 1.5-1

Major Permits, Approvals, and Consultations for the Aguirre Offshore GasPort Project

Agency Permit/Approval/Consultation Status
Federal
COE Section 10 Rivers and Harbors Act Permit * Filed application July 2013
Section 404, CWA, Dredge-and-Fill Permit Submittal pending
EPA Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure Would obtain prior to construction
Plan
NPDES Permit application submitted July 2013; EPA
completeness determination August 2013;
anticipate receipt prior to construction
PSD and Nonattainment New Source Review air  Filed PSD Non-Applicability Analysis September
permits 2013; EPA provided comments November 2013
USCG, LOR and WSA and Report WSA submitted April 2013; responses to USCG

Sector San Juan

FWS

NMFS

ACHP

DOT, PHMSA

U.S. Department of
Defense

Commonwealth
DNER

PRPB

EQB

Consultation regarding Threatened and
Endangered Species and Incidental Take Permit
(if required)

Consultation regarding West Indian Manatee

Consultation regarding Threatened and
Endangered Species and Incidental Take Permit
(if required)

Consultation regarding EFH

Consultation regarding marine mammals (except
West Indian Manatee)

Provide opportunity to comment under Section
106 of the NHPA

Compliance with 49 CFR 192.3270 Pipeline
Burial

Consultation regarding impacts on military
operations

Federal and Commonwealth Joint Permit
Application for Water Resource Alterations In
Waters, Including Wetlands, and submerged
lands under state coastal waters, of Puerto Rico
a

Puerto Rico Coastal Zone Management
Consistency Certificate ?

Transaction Consultation and Location Pre-
Consultation

Section 401 Water Quality Certification *

Emission Source Construction Permit according
to Rule 203 of the Regulations for the Control of
Atmospheric Pollution (RCAP)

comments filed July 2013; LOR received May 2,
2014

Initiated March 2012; revised draft BA filed
February 2014; anticipate receipt prior to
construction

Initiated March 2012; revised draft BA filed
February 2014; anticipate receipt prior to
construction

Initiated March 2012; revised draft BA filed
February 2014; anticipate receipt prior to
construction

Initiated March 2012; EFH analysis filed April
2013; anticipate receipt prior to construction

Initiated March 2012; a revised draft BA filed
February 2014; anticipate receipt prior to
construction

No submittal anticipated; ACHP may comment on
FERC proceeding

Anticipate receipt prior to construction

Initiated by FERC April 2012; July 21, 2014 letter
received indicating no impacts.

Filed application July 2013; responses to
comments filed August 2013; anticipate receipt
prior to construction

Filed application July 2013; responses to
comments filed January 2014; anticipate receipt
prior to construction

Transaction Consultation accepted March 2014;
Location Consultation initiated May 2014;
anticipate receipt prior to construction

Filed May 2014; anticipate receipt prior to
construction

Filed application August 2013; anticipate receipt
prior to construction
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TABLE 1.5-1 (cont'd)

Major Permits, Approvals, and Consultations for the Aguirre Offshore GasPort Project

Agency

Permit/Approval/Consultation

Status

State Historic
Preservation Office

Puerto Rico Institute of
Culture

PMO

Puerto Rico Ports
Authority

Title V permit shield approval by application of
renewal of final Title V operating permit of
PREPA Aguirre or revision to initial Title V
operating permit application to include the
Offshore GasPort Project

New final Title V emission source operating
permit

Consultation regarding cultural resources issues
according to Section 106 of the NHPA

Consult and issue recommendation for
construction to the Puerto Rico Permit and
Endorsement Management Office

Environmental document according to Puerto
Rico Environmental Public Policy Act

Construction Permit

General Consolidated Permit

e Erosion and Sediment Control

e Dust and Fugitive Emissions

e Solid Waste Generation and disposal
(Recycling Plan)

Use Permit

e Health Department Endorsement

e Fire Department Endorsement

Concession for use of territorial waters and
submerged lands

a Joint permit application with the COE, DNER, EQB, and PRPB.

Anticipate filing after issuance of Emission
Source Construction Permit and Location
Approval

Anticipate filing within 6 months after facility
begins operations

SHPO concurrence received July 2, 2013

Initiated October 2013; endorsement received
August 11, 2014

Anticipate receipt prior to construction
Anticipate filing in second quarter 2015

Anticipate filing in second quarter 2015; anticipate
receipt prior to construction

Anticipate filing in second quarter 2015;
anticipate receipt prior to construction

Filed March 2014; anticipate receipt prior to
construction

The CAA was enacted by Congress to protect the health and welfare of the public from the

adverse effects of air pollution. The CAA is the basic federal statute governing air pollution. Federal and
state air quality regulations established as a result of the CAA include, but are not limited to, Title V
operating permit requirements and PSD review. The EPA is the federal agency responsible for regulating
stationary sources of air pollutant emissions. Air quality impacts that could occur as a result of
construction and operation of the Project are evaluated in section 4.10.1 of this EIS.

Aguirre LLC is responsible for all permits and approvals required to implement the Aguirre
Offshore GasPort Project, regardless of whether they appear in table 1.5-1. However, any state or local
permits issued with respect to jurisdictional facilities must be consistent with the conditions of any
authorization the Commission may issue. Although the FERC encourages cooperation between
applicants and state and local authorities, this does not mean that state and local agencies, through
application of state and local laws, may prohibit or unreasonably delay the construction or operation of
facilities approved by the FERC.
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION

2.1 DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT

The Project would involve the construction and operation of an offshore LNG terminal and
subsea pipeline linking the receiving facility to PREPA’s existing onshore Aguirre Plant. The Project
would consist of an Offshore GasPort (berthing platform and FSRU) and 4.0-mile-long (6.4 km) subsea
pipeline. A non-jurisdictional FSRU would be moored at the offshore berthing platform. The LNG
terminal would be located approximately 3 miles (5 km) off the southern coast of Puerto Rico, about 1
mile (1.6 km) outside of Jobos Bay, near the towns of Salinas and Guayama. Aguirre LLC is also
proposing to utilize a construction office, contractor staging area, and an existing dock within the Aguirre
Plant property. Figure 2.1-1 shows an overview map of the Project location and facilities.

In a letter dated September 29, 2014, Aguirre LLC noted that following input from the Aguirre
community, the point where the offshore pipeline came ashore was shifted 200 feet (70 m) to the south
end of the bulkhead. This change, which is reflected in this final EIS, reduced the offshore pipeline
length from 4.1 to 4.0 miles (6.6 to 6.4 km).

2.1.1 Offshore Berthing Platform

The offshore berthing platform would be a fixed platform carrying topside facilities and two
berths, one on each side of the fixed platform. The platform would be designed for long-term mooring of
an FSRU and for receipt of LNG carriers ranging in size from 163,500 to 283,800 yd* (125,000 to
217,000 m*). The FSRU would be moored at a berth on the north (landward) side of the platform, and the
LNG carriers would temporarily dock on the south (seaward) side of the platform while unloading LNG
cargo. LNG cargo would be transferred from the LNG carrier via topside conventional LNG loading
arms and cryogenic piping to the FSRU for storage. Figures 2.1.1-1 and 2.1.1-2 show a model diagram
and schematic drawing of the facilities, respectively.

Specific components of the proposed offshore berthing platform include:

. two LNG vessel berths on opposing sides;
. berthing fenders and mooring and breasting dolphins at each berth;
o at each berth, LNG loading arms, LNG drain tanks, and LNG piping between the LNG

loading arms to facilitate transfer of LNG between vessels;

° high-pressure gas loading arms at one berth to connect to the FSRU and facilitate natural
gas discharge to the send-out pipeline;

. utility platforms providing docking facilities for lifeboats and service vessels, control and
switch gear rooms, utility equipment, personnel access/egress, and laydown and work
areas; and

. utility systems, including process support systems, electrical systems, safety systems,

gas- and diesel-fueled electricity generators, nitrogen generators, electric seawater
pumps, diesel fire pumps, diesel storage tanks, lubrication oil storage tanks, potable water
and waste water tanks, sewage treatment unit, and fire water monitors.
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2.1.2 Floating Storage and Regasification Unit

Aguirre LLC would utilize one of Excelerate Energy’s existing EBRVs as the FSRU. EBRVs are
purpose-built LNG tankers that incorporate onboard equipment for the vaporization of LNG and delivery
of high-pressure natural gas.

Excelerate Energy currently has nine EBRVS in its fleet. The EBRV that would be utilized for
the Project, referred to as the FSRU throughout the remainder of the document, would have an overall
length of approximately 955 feet (291 m) and a design draft of 38 feet (11m). The FSRU would provide
197,400 yd® (150,900 m®) of LNG storage capacity and would be capable of discharging regasified LNG
at a contractually guaranteed sustained rate of up to 500 MMscf/d, with peaking rates of up to 600
MMscf/d. However, based on the information provided by Aguirre LLC, the Aguirre Plant would only be
able to utilize 225 MMscf/d. The additional capacity on the FSRU is discussed further in section 2.8.
The LNG regasification process is discussed in section 2.6.3.

The FSRU would employ a membrane cargo containment system composed of reinforced tanks
with a membrane of high nickel alloy stainless steel and an insulation system that allows greater
resistance to LNG movement during adverse sea conditions if the FSRU needs to depart the offshore
berthing platform.

2.1.3 Subsea Interconnecting Pipeline

The subsea interconnecting pipeline would extend approximately 4.0 miles (6.4 km) from the
Offshore GasPort in the Caribbean Sea, northward through the Boca del Infierno pass, and across the
basin of Jobos Bay to the Aguirre Plant property where it would connect with existing Aguirre Plant
piping (see figure 2.1-1). The subsea interconnecting pipeline would consist of an 18-inch-diameter (46
cm) steel pipe with a maximum allowable operating pressure of 1,450 pounds per square inch (psi) (9,997
kilopascals [kPa]). Prior to shipment of the pipe to the Project site, the manufacturer would coat the pipe
with concrete for an outside diameter of approximately 21 inches (53 cm). All of the subsea pipeline
would be concrete coated with the exception of the pipeline located at the pipe bend locations. In the pipe
bend locations, concrete mats would be placed above the buried steel pipeline.

2.2 LAND REQUIREMENTS

The land requirements for the Project are summarized in table 2.2-1 and illustrated on figure 2.2-
1. As discussed above, the majority of the Project facilities would be located offshore, including the
Offshore GasPort and subsea pipeline. The installation of the subsea pipeline would require
approximately 85.5 acres (88.0 cuerdas) at the water surface and would directly impact 54.4 acres
(56.0 cuerdas) of the seafloor. Direct impacts would include a 20-foot-wide (6 m) workspace on the
seafloor in coral reef areas, 40-foot-wide (12 m) workspace along the remainder of the pipeline, and
additional temporary workspace (ATWS) at the Pls and shore approach. The permanent impacts on the
seafloor would consist of the 8-foot-wide (2.4 m) concrete mats placed over the pipeline in coral reef
areas (1,700-foot [518 m] crossing at the Boca del Infierno pass); at points of inflection (PI) 3, 4 and 5;
and a 1,300-foot-long (396 m) section at the onshore approach. In addition, 1.5 acres (1.5 cuerdas) of
previously disturbed land within the existing Aguirre Plant property would be required for a temporary
staging and support area where the subsea pipeline would reach landfall (see figure 2.2-2). Construction
of the Offshore GasPort would impact approximately 75.5 acres (77.7 cuerdas) of the seafloor of which
approximately 22.3 acres (22.9 cuerdas) would be permanently impacted during operation.
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TABLE 2.2-1

Summary of Proposed Construction and Operation Impacts Associated with the Aguirre Offshore GasPort Project

Temporary Impacts During Construction (acres [cuerdas])

Permanent Impacts During

Project Component Water Surface Seafloor ?/Upland Operation
Offshore GasPort 75.5 (77.7) 75.5 (77.7) 22.3 (22.9)
Subsea Interconnecting Pipeline 48.9 (50.3) 17.8 (18.3) 0.6 (0.6) b
Offshore Lay Barge Construction Areas 36.6 (37.7) 36.6 (37.7) 0.0
Onshore Temporary Staging and 0.0 1.5(1.5) 0.0
Support Area ©

USCG Safety Zone 0.0 0.0 303.3 (312.3)
TOTAL 161.0 (165.7) 131.4 (135.2) 326.2 (335.8)

Includes direct impacts on the seafloor from mechanical activities (e.g., pipeline installation) and associated
sedimentation. The proposed construction methods for the subsea interconnecting pipeline do not include use of mooring
anchors or cables; therefore, no temporary workspace would be required for the sweep of mooring anchor chains or
cables. Estimates of the Offshore GasPort construction includes mooring and anchor chain acreages.

Permanent impacts include areas where the pipeline would be above grade and/or covered with concrete mats.

Located within the existing Aguirre Plant property.

2.3 CONSTRUCTION PROCEDURES
2.3.1 Construction and Support Vessels

The construction of the offshore Project facilities would require the use of a variety of marine
vessels, including:

. crane barges, secured using spud-legs, used during the fabrication of the Offshore
GasPort and the lowering of some pipeline segments;

° a shallow-water lay barge, secured using spud-legs, used for the pipeline fabrication (e.g.,
welding and inspection);

. a dive support vessel, typically secured using spud-legs, used for activities such as tie-ins,
hydrotesting, and other dive-related functions;

. vessel support tugs used to spot the lay barge, other floating equipment, and to float
pipeline segments into place;

° crew/supply boats used to shuttle personnel and supplies from the landside pier to the lay
barge and dive support vessels; and

. pipe transport barges, shuttled by tugs, used to transport pipe segments from the pipe yard
and the lay barge.

Aguirre LLC proposes to use the spud-leg anchoring system to minimize its seafloor impact.
Spud-leg is a barge pin-anchor system used to secure floating work platforms to the seafloor bed to
prevent general movement and drifting from the work area. The spud-legs are lowered fore and aft of the
barge thus anchoring the barge.

Site preparation for set-up and completion of the Offshore GasPort and pipeline facilities would
be conducted onshore within the Aguirre Plant property.




2.3.2  Offshore Berthing Platform

The offshore berthing platform would consist of tubular steel structures (jackets), pile structures,
steel decks, and topside equipment. Aguirre LLC would pursue the use of prefabricated modular designs,
made up of precast elements fabricated prior to delivery rather than on site. Use of precast elements
would reduce the time and labor required on site, thereby reducing the potential safety and environmental
impacts associated with working in a marine environment.

Aguirre LLC would place 13 structures into the seafloor, 9 structural jackets for the utilities
platform and berthing dolphins, and 4 tri/quad pile structures for the smaller mooring dolphins. Aguirre
LLC would use a barge-mounted crane to lift these structures from transport barges and then lower them
into the water. Each structural jacket would be placed on mud mats on the seafloor prior to installation.
A vibratory pile driver or diesel pile hammers would be used to drive the main piles through hollow
jacket sleeves into the seafloor. The tri/quad piles would also be installed using vibratory or diesel pile
hammers.

Aguirre LLC would install the deck sections, module support frames, and module packages
following the installation of the structural jackets and tri/quad piles. The modules would then be
connected to the jackets or pile structures as designed.

Aguirre LLC would transport the topside equipment to the platform on prefabricated skid
packages and use a barge crane to lift the equipment into place and secure them to the pier. All necessary
connections would then be completed and the equipment would be tested.

2.3.3 Floating Storage and Regasification Unit

As discussed above, Aguirre LLC would utilize one of Excelerate Energy’s existing EBRVs as
the FSRU; therefore, construction of a new FSRU would not be required for the Project.

2.3.4 Subsea Interconnecting Pipeline

The subsea pipeline would start at the connection to the Offshore GasPort located south of the
Cayos de Barca and Cayos Caribes, cross through the Boca del Infierno pass, cross Jobos Bay from south
to north, and connect to the existing Aguirre Plant. The water depths for the subsea pipeline vary from
approximately 70 feet (21 m) deep to approximately 8 feet (2 m) deep in nearshore areas. Aguirre LLC
proposes to use a crane (derrick) barge, support tugs, a pipe lay barge, dive-support boats, and two
shallow-draft pipe transport barges to install the pipeline. The lay barge welds the pipeline together and
with the assistance of the crane barge and tugs, sets it on the seafloor.

The pipeline segments would be fabricated on the pipe lay barge that would be secured to the
bottom with spud-legs, and would not use dynamic positioning or anchors for the major marine activities.
Smaller boats (tugs, service vessels) would follow typical marine procedures and use anchors as
necessary. Any anchoring would occur within the temporary workspace area of the Project.

Figure 2.3.4-1 illustrates the typical layout for the subsea pipeline lay technique. The subsea
pipeline would be installed in five segments that are defined by Pls along the pipeline (see figure 2.3.4-2).
The segments include:

Segment 1 — PI 1 (Offshore GasPort) to PI 2, mileposts (MP) 0.0 to 1.0;
Segment 2 - Pl 2to Pl 3, MPs 1.0 to 1.6;

Segment 3 - Pl 3 to Pl 4, MPs 1.6 to 3.0;

Segment 4 — Pl 4 to PI 5, MPs 3.0 to 4.0; and

Segment 5 — P1 5 to PI 6 (shore approach and tie-in), MPs 4.0 to less than 4.1.
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Construction in the near and offshore areas would take approximately 80 days to complete.
Phase 1 activities to lay the pipeline would occur for about 45 days, and Phase 2 activities to bury the
pipeline would take about 50 days with the two phases overlapping for about 15 days. Aguirre LLC
estimates that each individual segment would average about 8 to 10 days for Phase 1 to weld and string
the pipe and about 10 days for Phase 2 to bury the pipe. Pipe welding and stringing activities would take
place during daylight hours. Pipe burial activities would take place around the clock to achieve maximum
efficiency in lowering the pipeline.

Segments constructed outside of Jobos Bay (Segments 1 and 2) are considered deep-water
pipeline segments, while construction within Jobos Bay (Segments 3, 4, and 5) is considered shallow-
water construction. The deep-water segments would be fabricated within the shallow water area and
pulled by marine tugs to their final location for installation. The shallow-water segments would be
welded, the welds non-destructively inspected and coated, and then lowered to the sea bottom. The
pipeline would then be buried to the required depth using a diver-operated jet/suction tool. Figure 2.3.4-2
also illustrates the portions of the pipeline that would be above grade, buried to below grade, buried with
3 feet of cover, and areas where concrete mats would be placed. Figures 2.3.4-3, 2.3.4-4, and 2.3.4-5
illustrate the profile views of the pipeline where it has been placed above grade, buried to below grade,
and buried with 3 feet of cover, respectively.

2.3.4.1 Phase 1: Pipe Lay Procedures

At the start of pipeline construction, Aguirre LLC would position its pipe lay barge at Pl 4 within
Jobos Bay. A pipe lay barge is a complete seagoing construction facility that typically remains offshore
for the duration of a project. Pipe lay barges vary in size but a typical pipe lay barge may be 400 feet long
(122 m) by 120 feet wide (37 m). An assembly line of welding, coating, and inspection stations would be
set up on the pipe lay barge deck. The pipe lay barge would be moved via a tug to set up at the Pl 4
location and, using spud-legs fore and aft of the barge, would act as a platform for the welding and
stringing of the pipe. Once the pipe lay barge is positioned, winch wire from the crane barge would be
attached to the pipe pull head on the pipe lay barge. As the pipeline is fabricated, it would be slowly
lowered over a ramp equipped with a pipe guide along the winch wire and into the water. The crane
barge would use a winch wire to maintain tension on the pipeline profile in the water column and prevent
the pipeline from touching the seafloor until the entire pipeline segment is completed. Once the pipe
segment has been welded and properly located above the seafloor, the winch wire would be released to
allow the pipe segment to be lowered into place by the crane barge and tug assist.

The crane barge would then be moved to the next position, and the pipe lay barge would be
turned to feed pipe for the next section of pipeline. This process would be repeated to install each
offshore pipeline section. To complete the pipeline, the crane barge would be stationed at each PI, both
ends of the pipeline segments would be lifted, and an over-the-side tie-in would be completed. The pipe
joints would be bent in the factory and stress tested prior to installation; no pipeline joints would be bent
in the field or on the pipe lay barge. Once the tie-in is completed, the pipeline would be lowered to the
seafloor. The pipeline would have a 1.5-inch-thick (3.8 cm) concrete coating to become negatively
buoyant and sink into place.

A detailed description of the construction methods for deep-water and shallow-water segments, as
well as pipeline burial methods, are described below.
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Deep-Water Pipe Lay Procedures

Segment 1 would be constructed on the pipe lay barge positioned at Pl 4. The pipeline would be
fabricated on the pipe lay barge and would be pulled into the water using the winch wire from the crane
barge as sections of the pipe segment are fabricated. As sections of each segment are completed, control
lines and flotation buoys would be placed on the pipeline to keep it off of the seafloor as it would be
lowered into the water. The completed pipeline segment would be maintained above the seafloor using
flotation buoys until sea conditions allow tugs to tow it through the Boca del Infierno pass to the crane
barge, which would be positioned near Pl 1. The crane barge would control the end of the pipeline
segment while the flotation buoys are removed by the tugs or divers. The pipeline would then be flooded
and gradually lowered to the seafloor.

Segment 2 would also be constructed on the pipe lay barge positioned at Pl 4. As sections of the
pipeline segment are fabricated, control lines and flotation buoys would be placed on the pipeline and it
would be lowered from the pipe lay barge. When sea conditions allow, two tugs would tow the
completed segment to the crane barge positioned at Pl 2. The crane barge would control the end of the
pipeline segment, and the flotation buoys would then be removed by tugs or divers in a controlled
fashion. The pipeline would then be flooded and allowed to gradually descend to the seafloor.

Shallow-Water Pipe Lay Procedures

Segment 3 would be fabricated on the pipe lay barge positioned at Pl 4. The crane barge would
be positioned at Pl 3, and a winch wire cable would extend from the crane barge to the pipe lay barge.
The wire would be connected to the pipeline pull head on the first section of pipeline and would extend
back to the crane barge. As each section of pipeline is constructed, the winch wire cable would pull the
pipeline section off of the pipe lay barge. Fixed buoyancy modules would be attached to the pipeline as it
is pulled from the pipe lay barge, and the tension would be kept on the winch wire cable to control the
depth of each section and prevent it from touching the seafloor until it is put into place. Once the pipeline
section is in place, the fixed buoys would be removed; the pipeline then would be flooded and lowered
into place.

Segment 4 would be fabricated on the pipe lay barge positioned at Pl 4, although it would be
oriented in the opposite direction from the segment 3 construction. The crane barge would be positioned
at PI 5, and the winch wire cable system would be connected between the crane barge and the pipeline
pull head on the first section of pipeline. Fixed buoyancy modules would be attached to the pipeline as it
is pulled from the pipe lay barge, and the tension would be kept on the winch wire cable to control the
depth of each section while it is put into place. Once the pipeline section is in place, the fixed buoys
would be removed; the pipeline then would be flooded and lowered into place.

Segment 5 would be fabricated on the pipe lay barge positioned at PI 4. It would be welded and
the segment would be pulled into place by the crane barge at P1 5.

After all five segments are in place, they would be welded to the adjacent segments. The onshore
riser would also be constructed on the pipe lay barge. Once the riser is completed, the pipeline end of
segment 5 at Pl 6 would be raised out of the water using the crane barge. The riser would then be
assembled, and segment 5 would be lowered back into place. To complete the onshore approach to the
Aguirre Plant, a riser would be attached to the bulkhead wall, and an aboveground horizontal section of
pipe on the landward side would be fixed to a concrete support. The riser would connect the seaward and
landward sections of pipe, and would be protected using a riser guard that is connected to the bulkhead
wall to prevent any possible collisions of any vessels with the pipeline. Figure 2.3.4-6 shows the
proposed pipeline riser guard and protection of the vertical pipeline segment.
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Figure 2.3.4-6
Pipeline Riser Guard at Onshore Approach
Aguirre Offshore GasPort Project
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2.3.4.2 Phase 2: Pipeline Burial Procedures

After the pipeline is constructed and in place, the pipeline would be either buried or protected by
concrete mats in accordance with 49 CFR 192. In places where the installed pipeline has a water depth of
less than 12 feet (4 m) (portions of segments 3 and 4, and all of segment 5) the pipeline would be buried
to a minimum of 3 feet (1 m) of cover to the top of the pipe (49 CFR 192.237(1)). In areas with a water
depth greater than 12 feet (4 m) (portions of segment 3, all of segments 1 and 2), the pipeline would be
buried so the top of the pipe is even with the natural grade of the seafloor (49 CFR 192.237(2)). In the
areas with coral reef in segment 2, Aguirre LLC proposes to use concrete mats over the pipeline for
protection rather than pipeline burial. Specific information pertaining to segment 2 pipeline protection is
presented under the Concrete Mats section below.

Pipeline burial to a depth of 3 feet (1 m) of cover or to grade would be completed using a diver
operated jet/suction tool connected to a pump onboard the crane barge. The unit would entail a jet/suction
head, a hose connecting the jet/suction head to the pump, a discharge hose leaving the pump, a diffuser,
and a frame with a turbidity curtain over the diffuser.

Prior to burying the pipeline, the diver would use a Pneumo Depth Gauge to take a depth reading
of the natural sea bottom at each joint marker. The crane barge would then be positioned using the spud-
legs to position the jet/suction pump over the section of pipeline to be buried. The jet/suction pump hose
would be moved by the crane at about the same rate as the diver. The diffuser would be placed over the
pipeline at a distance of 90 feet (27 m) behind the diver for the initial deployment and would be adjusted
as necessary, depending on the rate of movement of the diver. The pump would jet or suction sediment
from underneath the pipeline, redepositing the sediments from the discharge hose and diffuser over the
pipeline areas that have been lowered to the appropriate depths. The pump would be equipped with a
200-foot-long (61 m) jet/suction hose and 120-foot-long (37 m) discharge hose. The pump would be
positioned along the edge of the crane barge that the diver is using to maximize the amount of hose
available. Due to limitations on the reach of the crane and the hose length, the crane barge and equipment
would be moved and repositioned every 240 feet (73 m). Figure 2.3.4-7 shows a typical drawing of the
jet/suction pump layout.

The pipeline would be buried in sections of not more than 120 feet (37 m) at a time. The burial
would commence with the diver hand jetting along the side of the pipeline nearest to the crane barge, and
jetting up to 120 feet (37 m) along the pipeline. The diver would then move to the other side of the
pipeline and jet until returning to the original starting point, and by doing so removing soils on both sides
of the pipeline. This initial pass would liquefy the sediment below the pipeline without causing a large
sediment plume, and would establish the alignment for the pipeline lowering. On returning to the starting
point, the diver would begin the suction pumping along the same length of pipeline that was previously
jetted. The process would continue until the pipeline has reached the required burial depth. After a
section of pipeline burial has been completed, the diver would complete the next 120 feet (37 m) section.
The Pneumo Depth Gauge would be used to take readings at a maximum of every 50 feet (15 m) on the
top of the pipe to ensure the pipeline has reached the appropriate depth prior to spoil redeposition. The
actual burial depth would be based upon the difference between the current and initial depth readings.
Aguirre LLC anticipates that two passes with the jet/suction pump would be required to bury the pipeline
to meet the natural grade of the seafloor, and that five passes with the jet/suction pump would be required
to achieve the 3 feet (1 m) of cover over the necessary sections of the pipeline.
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A diffuser head would be located at the end of the discharge hose to minimize the dispersion of
spoils from the right-of-way. Figure 2.3.4-8 illustrates the proposed diffuser head and turbidity curtains.
The diffuser head would be approximately 9 to 12 feet wide (3 to 4 m), to deposit spoils over the width of
the disturbed area. The diffuser head would be suspended over the pipeline within a custom frame, which
would be surrounded by a turbidity curtain to minimize the movement of sediments from the right-of-
way. The diffuser head and frame would be tested prior to use along the entire pipeline route; the height
of the diffuser over the pipeline and the amount of weight at the bottom of the turbidity curtain would be
adjusted to maximize the distribution of sediment over the pipeline and minimize the movement of
sediment from the right-of-way. The pipeline burial operation would operate 24 hours a day until the
burial is complete.

Concrete Mats

Aguirre LLC would install concrete mats as an additional step to protect the pipeline at each PI.
Each PI would have a single layer of concrete mats placed over the PI bend in the pipe to protect it from
damage. It is estimated that a course of three mats (60 feet in total length by 8 feet wide) would be
required to cover the pipeline bend. Mats are typically articulated concrete coverings that are about
20 feet long (6 m) and 8 or 12 feet wide (2 or 4 m), have a 9-inch (23 cm) thickness. This concrete mat
design involves a flexible matrix of solid concrete cells that are closely linked and joined individually by
polypropylene rope, resulting in a low profile when installed over the pipe. The mats are not typically
anchored to the seafloor. Figure 2.3.4-9 shows a typical detail of the proposed concrete mat.

As proposed, Aguirre LLC would not bury the portion of segment 2 that crosses the reef, in order
to lessen some of the impacts of pipeline installation on the reef habitat. Due to the elevation changes of
the reef terrain, the pipeline would not be in direct contact with the seafloor throughout the entire reef
crossing. Rather, the pipeline would be supported by stanchions, grout bags, and mats placed underneath
the pipeline to support any span areas. The exact location of pipeline supports would be determined
during the detailed engineering phase and finalized during pipeline construction.

After segment 2 is sufficiently supported and in place, a single layer of concrete mats would be
placed over the entire section of pipeline that crosses the reef area. An additional layer of mats would be
placed over the ends of the matted reef section, on both the north and south ends of reef section. The
double-layer mats would be anchored using helix screw anchors to prevent the pipeline from moving
within the reef. The helix screw anchors would be connected to the concrete mats using stainless steel
anchor connectors, and the helix screw anchors would be flush with the top of the concrete mats.
However, in section 4.5.2.4 we are recommending that Aguirre LLC consider the potential use of a water-
to-water HDD in segment 2 to avoid direct and permanent impacts on coral reef habitat.

In addition to burying the pipeline for segment 5 (approximately 1,319 feet [402 m] between PI 5
and PI1 6), Aguirre LLC proposes to also install reinforcing concrete mats on the seafloor over the top of
the buried pipeline section in the onshore approach area. This would be an additional step to protect the
pipeline in the unlikely event that a ship, barge, or boat nears the pipeline in this area. The concrete mats
would be lowered over the pipeline using the crane barge. Instead of using helix-screw anchors for the
mats at this location, the edges of the concrete mats would be keyed into the seafloor using the hand-
jetting equipment.

Where the pipeline would transition from burial at natural grade to 3 feet (1 m) of cover, the
pipeline elevation transition would not exceed a 1:25 slope. However, at the coral reef located along
segment 2, the pipeline would be at a 1:25 slope to accommodate the transition between the shallow water
and the deep water.

2-20



Flow Direction

Diffuser Head

Discharge Hose

Turbidity Curtain

Weights

Figure 2.3.4-8
Diffuser Head and Turbidity Curtains
Aguirre Offshore GasPort Project

2-21




7.00"

g > 8
S ﬂ l—hd 1/
N IM. W TI4 “/‘V‘/‘/‘
T § o OOKA
1 Q000
LI o000
~ O
. DO
CXXHRKKOOA

ARRRR)
NN
N

BRSNS
. \V WAAKL
SOOBOONE
WA
w..w

\0/

SPECIFICATIONS

PHONE.

9” CONCRETE MATTRESS

" N.TS.

SUBMAR
KPF

STANDARD 8.00°x20.00°
MAT DETAIL

COPYRIGHT © SUBMAR, INC. 2013 ALL RIGHTS RESERVED.

DWD

)
Figure 2.3.4-9

Submar Concrete Mat Typical Drawing

APPROX.

(s

145 LBS. PER CU. FT., 4,000 PS/
01/03/13

DATE

Aguirre Offshore GasPort Project

%Mﬂdm

5

MATTRESS DIMENSIONS: 8’ X 20’ X 9"
MATTRESS WEIGHT: AIR 10,500 POUNDS

MATTRESS TYPE: CONSTRUCTION

805 Dunn Streef

Houma, LA 70360

Ph. 985-868-0001

Fax 985-851-0108
Website: www.submar.com

Emall: submar@submar.com

160 ELEMENTS: 5/8" ULTRA VIOLET STABILIZED COPOLYMER
EXTRUDED FIBER ROPE, MINIMUM TENSILE STRENGTH 9,500 POUNDS

MATTRESS WEIGHT SUBMERGED: 6,000 POUNDS

CONCRETE DENSITY:

THESE CONCEPTUAL DRAMINGS ARE PREPARED BY SUBKAR
FOR ESTMATING PURPOSES ONLY AND ARE NOT CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS.
THESE CONFIDENTUL DRAWINGS MAY NOT BE COPEED UNLESS APPROVED BY SUBMAR, INC.

2-22




Hydrostatic Testing

Prior to the final tie-ins with the FSRU and the Aguirre Plant, the entire pipeline would be
hydrostatically tested in accordance with 49 CFR 192 and applicable permit conditions, to ensure that the
system is free from leaks and provides the required margin of safety at operating pressures.

The hydrostatic testing would involve filling the pipeline with seawater using portable, high-
volume pumps located on the lay barge. The intake rate would be dependent upon the speed of the pipe
pig* used in the test, which would range between 1.5 to 3 feet (0.5 to 1 m) per second. The water intake
would be fitted with a 100-micron screen to minimize intake of organisms. About 240,000 gallons
(909 m®) of water would be required to fill the pipeline and complete one full hydrostatic test. During the
test, the water within the pipeline would be pressurized and monitored for consistent pressure over an 8-
hour period. Aguirre LLC does not anticipate the need for more than one full test, although some water
replenishment may be required if isolated connections or flanges need depressurizing and retightening.

2.3.5 Restoration

Following construction, the marine vessels would depart. Aguirre LLC would monitor the buried
pipeline for the life of the Project to ensure pipe burial depth is maintained. Because the pipeline would
be buried to natural grade or with 3 feet (1 m) of cover in Jobos Bay, Aguirre LLC would implement
measures, developed in consultation with appropriate agency staff, to restore areas temporarily disturbed
by construction activities. Seagrass beds, which are prevalent between PI 3 and PI 4, would be disturbed
during construction. However, we anticipate that, through the natural spread of seed and rhizomes, the
seagrass would reestablish itself over the pipeline. Aguirre LLC would implement its proposed Benthic
Resources Mitigation Plan to ensure recovery in this area. Potential impacts on sensitive resources and
Aguirre LLC’s proposed mitigation measures are discussed in section 4.0.

24 CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE AND WORKFORCE

Aguirre LLC anticipates that construction of the Project facilities would take approximately
12 months and would begin when all the necessary permits and regulatory approvals have been received.
The estimated duration of the major construction activities is summarized in table 2.4-1. Aguirre stated
that the final selection of the specific FSRU from the Excelerate Energy fleet would be made after
issuance of the FERC authorization.

TABLE 2.4-1

Construction Schedule for the Aguirre Offshore GasPort Project

Project Component Duration ®

Offshore GasPort

Marine Infrastructure 9 months
Topside Facilities 8 months
Subsea Pipeline 3 months

2 Durations would be overlapping; total duration of the Project is estimated to be 12 months.

Includes support infrastructure and platform decking.
Includes 15 to 20 days for each of the pipeline segments.

b

c

! A pipeline “pig” is a devise used to clean or inspect the pipeline.
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Aguirre LLC anticipates that approximately 350 workers would be required over the 12-month
construction period. Aguirre LLC has committed to hiring locally at least 10 percent of its construction
workforce. (see section 4.8.12).

2.5 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE, INSPECTION, AND MONITORING

Aguirre LLC would conduct all Project activities in accordance with applicable federal,
commonwealth, and local regulations, permits, and approvals. Aguirre LLC would employ an
Environmental Inspector (EI) to ensure that the measures contained in the FERC Upland Erosion Control,
Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan (Plan) and Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Mitigation
Procedures (Procedures); Aguirre LLC’s Project-specific plans; and any other environmental permit
conditions or agreements are followed during construction and restoration activities. The EIl would have
authority to stop construction activities that violate the measures set forth in the Project documents and
authorizations, as well as authority to order corrective actions.

Aguirre LLC would develop and implement an environmental training program tailored to the
Project and its requirements. The program would be designed to ensure that:

° qualified environmental staff would provide focused training sessions to all personnel
before they begin work;

° adequate training records would be maintained; and

. refresher training would be provided as needed to maintain high awareness of
environmental requirements.

All personnel would receive special marine mammals observation and awareness training prior to
conducting any on-water activities. In addition, NOAA-certified marine mammal observers would be
present on all construction vessels for the duration of the construction activities.

2.6 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE PROCEDURES

Operation of the Project would involve receiving LNG at the Offshore GasPort from LNG
carriers, transferring the LNG to the FSRU for temporary storage, and regasification of the LNG for
delivery as natural gas through the subsea pipeline to the existing Aguirre Plant. Operation of the Project
facilities would be supported by a land-based office and an existing dock at the Aguirre Plant (see figure
2.2-2).

A port service vessel (PSV) would transport personnel to the Offshore GasPort. The PSVs would
also assist with routine operations and the delivery of supplies. The PSVs would range in length from
110 to 125 feet (34 to 38 m) with a deck load of about 30 tons (27,200 kg) and a passenger load of
approximately 30 to 40 personnel. In addition to the PSV, personnel may be transported via smaller
vessels (25 to 30 feet [8 to 9 m] in length). PSV and other watercraft would provide transportation on a
daily basis during routine operations.

Nitrogen would be required at the Offshore GasPort to purge the facility in preparation for
maintenance or startup after a lengthy shutdown. A nitrogen generator sufficient to sustain normal
offshore operations would be included on the platform. Gas/diesel-fueled generators on the platform
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would generate electric power for the Offshore Gasport. The platform would also include switchgear,
transformers, and motor control centers as needed to distribute power throughout the facility. The
electrical equipment would be housed in a climate-controlled switch room.

2.6.1 LNG Carriers

LNG would be transferred from the LNG carrier to storage tanks in the FSRU via unloading arms
and cryogenic piping on the topside of the platform. LNG transfer from the LNG carrier would involve
cooling of the loading arms and liquid LNG pipes located on the topside of the Offshore GasPort. During
transfer, some LNG vapor would accumulate within the LNG storage tanks as a result of changes in heat
and pressure and through displacement from the carrier as LNG is loaded into the FSRU. The vapor-
handling system would collect the natural gas and direct it back to the LNG carrier, to the process heaters
for use as fuel, or to the recondenser that would re-liquefy the vapor and send it to the storage tanks on the
FSRU. Transfer of LNG from the LNG carrier to the FSRU would take approximately 72 hours to
complete.

During transfer, the LNG carriers would take on ballast seawater to maintain constant draft. No
imported ballast water would be discharged during any phase of the overall operation. The LNG carriers
would be subject to USCG and Port State requirements and would comply with standards for ballast
water exchange established by the International Marine Organization (IMO) (IMO, 2004).

While docked, the LNG carriers would require seawater for cooling the engines that generate
electrical power for the offloading pumps and other onboard systems. An LNG carrier’s engines are
powered up while at dock; therefore, the cooling water needed during the entire time each LNG carrier is
at the Offshore GasPort is estimated to be up to approximately 88 hours per carrier. Seawater would be
used as a source for the cooling water. Seawater use during operation of the Project facilities is discussed
in section 4.3.1.3.

2.6.2 Floating Storage and Regasification Unit

LNG would be transferred from the FSRU storage tanks by submersible pumps to vaporizers on
the offshore berthing platform. Following revaporization, the natural gas would flow to shore via the
subsea pipeline using the high-pressure gas manifold and loading arms. A schematic drawing of a high
pressure gas loading arm is shown on figure 2.6.2-1. The loading arms would be in a stowed position on
the platform without internal pressure when not in use. A hydraulic power system would be used to
move, connect, or disconnect the loading arms during operation.

Once operational, the loading arms connected to the FSRU would be monitored by
potentiometers. The loading arm position would be tracked both via a monitoring system located in the
control room on the offshore berthing platform and a communications link on the FSRU. Independent
proximity switches would monitor the position of the arm against predefined operating limits and these
would initiate sequential safety actions in the event that the position of the arm exceeds the operating
limits.
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Regasification would be accomplished with a closed-loop vaporization system, which would not
require the intake and discharge of seawater. The LNG regasification process is discussed in section
2.6.3. However, other routine operations would require seawater use, whether the FSRU was in standby
mode or vaporization mode. These operations would involve maintenance of the vessel’s main and
auxiliary cooling systems, regulation of ballast water, provision of a safety water curtain during LNG
transfer and regasification, maintenance of a desalination system to provide freshwater for hoteling and
sanitary purposes, and maintenance of a marine growth preventative system. Seawater use during
operation of the Project facilities is discussed in section 4.3.1.3

The FSRU would be subject to USCG 46 Chapter I, CFR Subchapter O Endorsement and Port
State inspections for foreign flag vessels operating in U.S. waters. The USCG would conduct inspections
of the FSRU. Scheduled maintenance of the FSRU would involve periodic service outages. During these
outages, maintenance, and repairs on the main boilers and auxiliary and regasification systems would take
place in order to maintain vessel class certificates. The FSRU would undergo dry-dock maintenance
about every 5 years. During scheduled dry-dock periods, PREPA may require Aguirre LLC to use a
similar FSRU to meet contractual send-out rates.

2.6.3 LNG Regasification Process

The LNG offloaded from the carriers would be stored in the cargo tanks on the FSRU at a
pressure slightly above atmospheric. The LNG would then be pumped by low-pressure feed pumps to a
suction drum that would serve as an accumulator and surge vessel for the high-pressure LNG pumps.
Two small high-pressure pumps, each with a capacity of approximately 10 MMscf/d, would be used to
increase the liquid pressure of the LNG gradually during start up to avoid the generation of excessive
boil-off gas. Once a regasification flow rate of 10 MMscf/d has been achieved, the LNG vaporizer outlet
control valves would be set to control the vaporization process at a pressure of at least 1,088 psi
(7,501 kPa). A single high-pressure pump would increase the LNG flow rate to the minimum operating
flow rate of 50 MMscf/d, which could then be increased up to 100 MMscf/d with an additional pump.
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Figure 2.6.3-1 FSRU LNG Regasification Process

The FSRU would be equipped with six 100 MMscf/d capacity high-pressure pumps that would be
used to send the cold LNG (approximately —260 degrees Fahrenheit [°F] [-162 degrees Celsius (°C)]) to
the LNG vaporizers. The LNG vaporizers would consist of shell-and-tube heat exchangers that would use
the vessel’s internal heating system (closed-loop mode) to vaporize to natural gas and heat it to
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approximately 39 °F (4 °C). These units would be designed for a nominal delivery rate of 50 MMscf/d
and a peak send-out rate of 600 MMscf/d when six vaporizers and high-pressure pumps are operating.
This variability in send-out rate would allow for the Aguirre Plant to receive the 225 MMscf/d it can
utilize. The natural gas leaving the LNG vaporizers would pass through a regulating station to ensure that
the operating pressure of the gas flowing to the loading arm is maintained.

2.6.4 Subsea Pipeline Facilities

During commissioning, Aguirre LLC would purge the subsea pipeline of low pressure nitrogen,
vented to the atmosphere at the Aguirre Plant, and fill it with natural gas from the offshore facilities.
Once operational, the subsea pipeline would operate at a maximum allowable operating pressure of 1,450
psi (9,997 kPa). Normal sustained delivery capacity would be approximately 500 MMscf/d, with peak
delivery up to 600 MMscf/d of natural gas. Facilities associated with the pipeline would include metering
and pressure monitoring instrumentation.

Pipeline operation monitoring includes measuring discharge rate and pressure and would be
handled from the continuously manned FSRU. Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition systems would
be employed to monitor operations. The subsea pipeline would be equipped with automatic and manual
shutdown systems that would be activated in the event of a pipeline leak or equipment failure. Pipeline
maintenance would include regularly scheduled activities including pigging at intervals specified in
Aguirre LLC’s operations plans, which would be based on regulatory requirements of PREPA and the
DOT, as conditions dictate.

On December 31, 2014, Aguirre LLC filed a draft Operations and Maintenance Manual (O&M
Manual) and further committed to providing the final O&M Manual as part of further design. Aguirre
LLC stated its operations would be in accordance with all applicable requirements in 49 CFR 192 that
apply to its facility and the offshore natural gas pipelines. The following is a brief summary of the
procedures that would be in place for the Project:

° making construction records and maps available to the appropriate operating personnel
for the safe operation and maintenance of the pipeline;

. generating startup and shutdown procedures to ensure operation within the maximum
allowable operating pressure (MAOP) limits of the pipeline;

° reviewing periodically any work done by operating personnel to determine the
effectiveness of the procedures used in normal operation and maintenance;

o inspecting, including bottom survey, to observe surface conditions on and adjacent to the
full pipeline right-of-way for indications of leaks, construction activity, and other factors
affecting safety and operation; to be performed by a diver at an interval of 15 months, but
at least once each calendar year;

. conducting a bottom survey to ensure pipeline integrity as soon as conditions are safe,
after a named hurricane or named tropical storm within the area that could affect the
pipeline integrity from a public/personnel safety or an environmental standpoint, and

. reassessing (inspecting) the pipeline at intervals with a tool or tools capable of detecting
corrosion and deformation anomalies including dents, gouges, and grooves.

In the event that the pipeline has been determined to be non-compliant during inspection,
necessary measures would be taken to return the pipeline to compliance per 49 CFR 192-199.
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2.7 SAFETY CONTROLS

The Project could pose potential hazards during operation affecting public safety and port
function. Primary concerns involve events or incidents that could lead to either an accidental or
intentional release of LNG from Offshore GasPort creating a hazard. Consequences from a release could
include cryogenic structural damage, burns, asphyxiation, mechanical damage, and fire. The Offshore
GasPort would be approximately 3 miles (5 km) offshore from the Aguirre Plant in water at least 60 feet
(18 m) in depth. Minimal impacts on land-based infrastructure and communities would be expected in
the event of an LNG-related accident. All facilities would be subject to stringent design, construction,
operation, and maintenance requirements. Aguirre LLC would follow extensive safety procedures and
employ systems to monitor, detect, and control potential hazards. Safety controls for the Project are
described below.

2.7.1 Offshore GasPort

The Offshore GasPort would include fire and gas detection systems that would alert personnel in
the event of an emergency. These systems would be automated, warning personnel and allowing
emergency contingency procedures to be implemented. An Emergency Shut Down (ESD) system would
have redundancy to ensure response reliability in the event of a safety-related upset condition. The
offshore berthing platform ESD system would be linked to the FSRU ESD system via ship-to-shore
communication links.

Fire protection for the offshore facility would conform to standards established by the National
Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 59A Standard for the Production, Storage, and Handling of LNG.
Components of fire protection include:

gas and fire detection instruments;

wet ring-main system;

ESD system;

main and auxiliary fire pumps;

oscillating monitors for deluge of the FSRU and offshore berthing platform equipment;
water spray rails for the loading arms and gangways;

hydrants and IMO ship connections;

water curtain systems for personnel escape protection;

deckwash under cold drain tanks for dispersion of LNG drips; and

deckwash for protection of LNG loading manifold and decks and side shells.

The FSRU would be subject to USCG 46 CFR Chapter I, Subchapter O Endorsement and Port
State inspections.

2.7.1.1 Spill Impoundment System

The FSRU LNG tanks would be double-containment tanks, with a complete inner tank inside of a
complete outer tank. The tanks would be designed in accordance with the IMO’s International Gas
Carrier Code.

Ships, including the FSRUSs, are required by the International Convention for Prevention of
Pollution from Ships (MARPOL) to maintain a Shipboard Oil Pollution Emergency Plan (SOPEP).
Regulation 26 of Annex | of MARPOL 73/78 requires that oil tankers of 150 gross tonnage or more and
all ships of 400 gross tonnage or more carry an approved SOPEP (IMO, 1983). SOPEPs contain
measures and plans for responding to and mitigating the effects of a pollution incident originating with a
vessel. The plans include contact information for emergency response organizations to respond to a
pollution incident.
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Vessels calling in the United States are required to have contracted the services of a response
organization to provide first response capabilities in the event of a spill within U.S. waters. These plans
must be reviewed and approved by the vessel’s flag administration, and would be regularly checked by
USCG Marine Inspection personnel. The FSRU, as well as LNG carriers calling on the Offshore GasPort
would maintain SOPEPs. The FSRU would also maintain a Certificate of Financial Responsibility in
accordance with the Oil Pollution Act of 1990.

2.7.1.2 Fire and Hazard Detection and Control Systems

The FSRU would be fitted with a variety of fire prevention, detection, and extinguishment tools.
The vessel would meet the requirements for an LNG carrier in firefighting respects as set forth in the
International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea (SOLAS) (IMO, 1974). The equipment and
systems installed would be those approved for the vessel’s classification society and strategically placed
for rapid deployment and use and regularly inspected for operational readiness. Aguirre LLC would
maintain the systems and equipment in accordance with a planned maintenance system that would be
documented and open to records inspection in the vessel’s Safety Management System.

The FSRU and offshore berthing platform personnel would receive marine and LNG-specific
fire-fighting instruction from internationally accredited firefighting schools. The personnel would use a
variety of tools, agents, and techniques to prevent, detect, and extinguish fire, and to mitigate damage as
required, while protecting the environment external to the vessel.

Marine Firefighting and Salvage requirements under 33 CFR 155 regulate vessels carrying oil.
The offshore berthing platform would follow regulations pertinent to firefighting and emergency response
for LNG facilities, 33 CFR 127. Aguirre LLC would develop a Project-specific Emergency Response
Plan (ERP) for approval by FERC prior to any site construction. Aguirre LLC would consult with the
USCG and other Commonwealth and local agencies, as needed, during preparation of the ERP. The ERP
would address marine firefighting and response at the offshore berthing platform. The Emergency
Procedures Manual would address marine firefighting respon